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INTRODUCTION 
The position of classroom teacher is unquestionably the one with the 
longest historical record in American public education. Although the 
second longest history belongs to the elementary school principalship, it 
is relatively new as a professional position. Otto (1954) states that the 
length of time in profassionalization of the position has taken place 
largely since 1921. 
The focus of public school administration should be to provide 
leadership necessary to attain an appropriate learning environment for all 
children. Organizational practices, which support and sharpen this focus, 
have been implemented on a somewhat limited basis at the elementary level. 
As expressed by DeYoung: 
The primary purpose of the pattern of an elementary school 
is to foster the maximum development of every child. Hence, 
the trend in organization is towards simplicity and 
flexibility. A reduction in arbitrary divisions is effected 
through a reorganization of administrative units, as for 
example, a unified six-year program in place of eight. . . 
grades. Grade classifications are made more flexible or are 
eliminated in the primary area. (DeYoung, 1960, p. 116) 
Examinations of recent textbooks and various abstracts concerning the 
elementary principalship reveal a lack of coherence in regard to required 
skills. It is indeed difficult to find complete agreement regarding the 
competencies that are essential in the principalship. Some authors 
emphasize that the principal must "provide leadership" for the 
instructional program; other writers tend to emphasize the importance of 
maintaining a steady ship in order that the teachers may have the 
opportunity to function at maximal proficiency. It is, in fact, difficult 
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to ascertain whether or not teachers even look to their principals for 
help with instructional problems. It would appear that many obtain 
suggestions from fellow teachers who exercise daily the authority of 
competence. Few scholars have empathy for principals who busy themselves 
with administrative tasks and custodial chores. Historically, the 
elementary principalship was created because there was a need for clerical 
and administrative handling of details. It has not been easy to discard 
this Image which has been used as some sort of fallout shelter. Contrast­
ing these two early assignments with the challenges confronting 
administrators today, DeYoung (1960) attempts to clarify the picture of 
the expectations of the principalship. 
The principal should be responsible for the total 
educational program in his school, as well as a member of 
the administrative team in the cooperative development of 
systemwide program and policy. Many educators regard it 
as the most strategic position in our entire educational 
system. (DeYoung, 1960, p. 268) 
Elsbree and McNally (1951) and other authorities who have examined 
and studied the elementary principalship basically accept the idea that 
the future of this position rests in the hands of the principals 
themselves. 
The manner in which elementary school principals conceive 
and discharge their responsibilities of their offices will 
be the most Important single factor influencing the evolving 
nature of the position, for it is what principals do that 
principals are. As long as they permit their time to be 
consumed by petty details, by matters of office routine, by 
carefully patterned routine "supervisory" visits, by the 
handling of Innumerable discipline cases referred to the 
office, and the like, so long will the position remain that 
of petty practitioner, and not that of a person of truly 
professional stature. (Elsbree and McNally, 1951, Pp. 439-40) 
3 
Dwight Allen, Dean of the College of Education, University of 
Massachusetts, is fond of saying, "kids aren't what they used to be, but 
schools certainly are!" It is generally accepted that schools should 
change with the times and that building principals should somehow cause 
this to happen. Trump, Allen, Georgiades, Nickerson and others at the 
secondary level have spearheaded a ten-year effort to assess what changes 
are needed as well as how to develop principals who are change-agents. 
The absence of a similar movement at the elementary school level has 
provoked concern and discomfort among many administrators. Regarding 
preparation for leadership, it would be convenient to accept the position 
that all is well at the elementary school level. Quite the contrary is 
true; a number of studies reveal that the present situation is far from 
satisfactory. 
. . ,a survey of the literature leaves little doubt that 
most school districts use subjective, non-standard, and 
essentially hit-or-miss techniques to select administra­
tors, (Borg and Silvester, 1964, p. 324) 
. . .recruitment into school administration is generally 
haphazard and unorganized. (AASA, 1960, Pp. 146-147) 
. . .pre-service preparation programs vary widely in 
conception and effectiveness and depend mostly on outmoded 
and ineffective instructional methods to impart a series 
of "tips from seasonal veterans" who left the practice to 
become professors. (Moore, 1967, Pp. 75-82) 
. . .well-planned programs of in-service development for 
elementary school principals (indeed for any school 
administrators) are almost non-existent. (DESP, March 
1961, p. 9) 
Change is inevitable, but at this point in time very little has been 
done. College professors indicate that principals do not want a more 
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active leadership role, preferring instead to keep a low profile and 
thereby avoiding the reactions that secondary principals and superin­
tendents have drawn while making changes in teaching and learning systems. 
Conversely, elementary principals shift the blame to the conventional 
graduate school, unimaginative professors and certification traditions for 
their feelings of inadequacy for today's job demands. 
Technology is changing the elementary school faster than existing 
pre-service or in-service programs can change principals. The necessity 
of assessing the role of the principalship and the current problems of 
practitioners is immediate, in order that pre- and in-service education 
programs may be improved substantially. Hicks and Jameson (1957) accent 
the need of a current assessment: 
A knowledge of what resources the community offers is 
tantamount to their utilization in the curriculum. Far-
sighted principals cooperating with their teachers develop 
a program that includes these natural and human resources 
as enriching experiences for children. As we draw on the 
community, we must understand its values. Principals of 
today must have a background of sociological understanding, 
and they must know something about society and its influence 
upon community life and community decisions, in order to 
initiate and carry out the kind of school programs citizens 
will accept and finance, Basic needs of children must be 
at our finger tips if we are to interpret child behavior 
accurately and in the light of how growth and development 
take place. (Hicks and Jameson, 1957, p. 303) 
The Problem 
One of the main causes of indecision regarding improved preparation 
programs is the lack of information concerning the role of today's 
elementary principal. The problem of this study is to determine the 
principal's administrative and leadership role by answering the following 
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questions; 1) What is presently being done by elementary principals, and 
2) What problems are faced by those presently administering elementary 
schools? 
Objectives 
The overall goal of this study will be to provide a benchmark of need 
and current practice to provide direction for the development of improved 
pre-service and in-service education for elementary school principals. 
Subordinate objectives Include: 
1. To determine the essential competencies needed by the beginning 
and experienced principal. 
2. To develop a framework for research to be followed by both 
faculty and student researchers in this field. 
In particular, this study seeks answers to the following questions: 
1. What profile of personal characteristics describes the 
responding principals? 
2. What is the common source of candidates for the elementary 
principalship? 
3. What was the primary motive for becoming a principal? Is the 
position still attractive to the respondent? 
4. What part of the principal's preparation program or what part of 
the principal's experience has contributed most to his success 
as a principal? 
5. How does the principal distribute his time among certain major 
categories during the work-week? 
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6. What similarities exist between how the principal spends his time 
on current routine and extraordinary tasks and how he would like 
to spend his time? 
7. What is the major obstruction to attaining "ideal" distribution 
of time? 
8. What is the principal's perception of his role in certain 
administrative areas and leadership responsibilities? 
9. What causes the changes in demands for time and energy of the 
principal? 
10. What are the five most pressing problems of the individual school 
at the present time as perceived by principals, superintendents, 
selected teachers and selected parents? 
For purposes of analysis, responses for the preceding questions will 
be classified by age and sex of respondent, type of graduate preparation, 
years of administrative experience, enrollment served, age upon entering 
the principalship, and number of teachers under the principal's 
supervision. 
Delimitations 
The sample of this investigation was ten percent of the population of 
elementary school principals serving public elementary schools in the 
north-central region (Iowa, Missouri, Nebraska; Minnesota, North Dakota, 
South Dakota and Wisconsin) during the school year 1970-71. The investiga­
tion excluded those private and parochial schools and others not listed in 
the directories of the selected states. The problem perception of the 
elementary principal was verified by brief questionnaires sent to the 
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superintendent, a teacher in the principal's building, and one parent of 
a student attending that school. The purpose of this "echo" technique was 
to sharpen the problem issues identified for that particular school 
building. The principal was asked to arbitrarily select the teacher from 
his building as well as the parent from his school. 
The mailed questionnaire was selected as the instrument for 
soliciting information and opinions of respondents because of the 
practicality of such an instrument for the survey of an area of this 
magnitude, and because of Its wide acceptance by educators as a tool of 
research. The questionnaire involved in this study requests both opinion 
and factual Information. 
Sources of Data 
Data were collected from four sources. One was a group of elementary 
school principals who were selected from the directories of these seven 
states involved in the study. A second source was the district 
superintendent. A third source was the teachers selected by the various 
principals to participate in the echo study. A fourth source was the 
parents identified by the principals to participate in the echo study. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
How has the role of the elementary school principal changed in recent 
years? What will be the role of the future elementary school principal? 
Do the changes in role expectations and performance of the elementary 
principal demand changes in the preparation programs in school 
administration? 
This chapter contains the review of literature. A brief description 
of the administrative functions of "head teachers" helps to understand the 
nature of present-day problems. The evolution of the principalship is 
reviewed with special emphasis given to the present-day position. Personal 
characteristics and educational background are examined as presented by 
the Department of Elementary School Principals research. Research 
regarding the principal's profile of time distribution is reviewed. 
Erickson (1965, 1964), Faber and Shearron (1970), Otto and Sanders (1964), 
Jenson et al. (1967), are cited and special emphasis is given to the role 
of the principal as an instructional leader. The principal's role is 
related to new demands and pressures on time. Finally, the new principal 
is discussed, with arguments for improved pre-service and in-service 
programs receiving special attention. 
There is little question that the nature of the position itself has 
changed appreciably over the years. Dating back to the latter part of 
the 18th century or the early part of the 19th century, the position was 
clearly one of being a head teacher, with limited administrative tasks and 
certain clerical duties in addition to a full-time teaching load. Jenson 
et al. (1967) describe the sequence of stages through which the elementary 
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principal has evolved in the following sequence: "record keeper—major 
disciplinarian—school manager—remote curriculum planner—direct leader 
in the instructional program and in school-community relationships." 
(Jenson et al., 1967, p. 42) In the early part of the 20th century, the 
position emerged as a definite level in the over-all administrative plan. 
According to Faber and Shearron (1970, p. 210), "the principalship evolved 
with the growth of cities and the establishment of graded schools." 
Consequently, it seems clear that the role of the principal has changed 
over the years and that it is continuing to change. It is less clear what 
the role of the principal will be in the future or what it should be. 
Otto and Sanders tell us that there have been four basic changes in 
the principalship which contribute to its over-all growth; 1) the 
professional caliber, 2) the professional environment, 3) the principal-
ship as a status position, and 4) the state associations for principals. 
They further suggest that "the principalship may be thought of as a job 
comprising an assortment of tasks, certain inescapable and certain 
optional duties." (Otto and Sanders, 1964, p. 344) 
There has been and continues to be a great deal of debate about the 
role of the principal. Some refer to the position as one that primarily 
provides instructional leadership; others describe it as being a 
managerial position; yet others prefer to view it as an agent of change. 
In any case, while the expectations of teachers, parents and central 
administrative officials exert great influence, it is the image the 
principals build of themselves that will ultimately shape the levels of 
their professional leadership. As Cooper puts it; 
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The future of the elementary prlncipalship depends in great 
part upon the ability of its members to articulate an appro­
priate role for themselves, to gain wide acceptance for it, and 
to demonstrate competency in fulfilling it. (Cooper, 1967, 
p. 392) 
How principals view themselves has been a matter of concern for many 
years to the Department of Elementary School Principals of the National 
Education Association (now the National Association of Elementary School 
Principals). The DESP Study (1968a) of the elementary school principalship 
is the fourth of its kind. Similar reports were made in 1928, 1948 and 
1958. In each case, the findings provided a basis for recommendations for 
the future, some of which have become realities. It is common practice 
for many professors to periodically gather the basic part« and use them as 
a platform for launching pads and programs to raise the leVel of the 
\ 
profession. \ 
A major purpose of this study is to gather similar up-to-date 
information concerning the status of the elementary principalsîsip in 
selected North-Central states served by the College of Education at Iowa 
State University. The latest DESP survey based on 1966-67 data i,3 
considered inadequate for the purposes of this study because of the rapid 
changes in our society, the changes in administrative theory and practice, 
and the changing elementary school. Furthermore, data on the prlncipalship 
in this region of concern is not available from the DESP studies. 
Personal Characteristics and Educational Background 
Periodic studies have been made on the national level regarding the 
characteristics of elementary school principals. These studies have been 
sponsored by the Department of Elementary School Principals of the National 
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Education Association, and conducted by the NEA Research Division. 
The first of these studies was reported in 1928, the second was 
written in 1948, the third was reported in 1958 and the latest study was 
printed in 1968. 
In the 1928 survey, 4,000 questionnaires were sent to various city 
superintendents in 17 states for a re-distribution to elementary prin­
cipals who were considered to be representative of the principalship in 
their cities. Responses were received from 1,093 elementary principals. 
In 1948 the questionnaires were sent to 7,500 elementary principals 
who were members of the Department of Elementary School Principals. Of 
these questionnaires 1,826 were returned. Cities with a population under 
5,000 were more representative in the 1948 study than was true in the 1928 
survey. 
The 1958 survey received 2,421 responses out of a total of 4,384 
originally sent out. This survey Intended to describe the principalship 
in urban areas more closely than it did those positions in other geograph­
ical areas. 
In 1968 the NEA Research Division obtained lists of persons who were 
"heads of elementary schools" from school systems. An eight-page 
questionnaire was sent to a sample of 2,551 principals and follow-up 
procedures brought the number of replies to 2,318. 
These studies revealed that the median age of elementary principals 
has changed very little. In 1928 the median age was 45.4 years while in 
1968 the median age was 46 years. Supervising principals tend to be older 
in the larger school systems with 49 years the median in communities with 
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25,000 or more pupils; 45 years the median in communities with 3,000-24,999 
pupils; and 43 years the median in communities with fewer than 3,000 
pupils. (DESP Study, 1968a) All four studies reflected a decrease in age 
median as the size of the school decreased. In a national study conducted 
by Hemphill et al., 232 elementary principals, representing different 
regions of the United States, large cities, suburban areas, and small 
communities were studied. The median age of women principals was 50.9 
years, almost eight years older than the median age for men which was 42.5 
years. (Hemphill et al., 1962) 
In 1968 approximately 75 percent of the principals were men. This 
figures represents the continued trend away from women principalships. In 
1928, 55 percent of the principals were women; in 1958, 38 percent of the 
principals were women; and in 1968, 22 percent of the principalships were 
occupied by women. (DESP Study, 1968a) Perhaps the explanation of this 
shift tends to lie in the fact that more men are entering elementary 
education or that more men have a stronger desire for administrative 
positions. 
Professional Preparation 
Jenson et al. (1967, p. 453) remind us that "there are no prescrip­
tions for success, nor road maps to Utopia in the administration of the 
elementary school." The difficulty in coming up with clear answers for 
many perplexing problems in elementary administration has caused the 
Department of Elementary School Principals to search for reasonable 
solutions and answers. In 1963 the Department formulated guidelines for 
the improvement of preparation programs for elementary school principals. 
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The 15 guidelines were included in Guidelines to Certification of 
Elementary School Principals (1963), a Department publication which dealt 
with admission to a preparation program, certification requirements, 
course content, instructional methods, and organization and length of 
program. Many people contributed to the development of the original 
guidelines, which were submitted to "state certifying officials and to a 
number of other qualified persons for reaction and suggestion." It seems 
reasonable to conclude that the guidelines represent the thoughts of a 
number of qualified professionals. 
A study was undertaken by Robbins (1967) to determine present 
practices in the preparation of elementary school principals and to 
ascertain the extent to which the 1963 DESP Guidelines were reflected in 
these practices. From a careful examination of 207 programs, Robbins 
concluded that the 1963 DESP recommendations have not been implemented and 
have not brought about as much as slight change in the basic minimum 
foundation for the preparation of elementary school principals. Indeed, 
the basic recommendation resulting from this survey was that the guide­
lines formulated by the Department of Elementary School Principals should 
be brought more forcefully to the attention of the universities and to 
state certification officials. (Robbins, 1967) 
Nevertheless, there has been considerable change in regard to 
professional preparation for the elementary principalship over the past 
forty years. For example, the number of supervising elementary school 
principals with no earned college degrees was 54 percent in 1928; four 
percent in 1948; two percent in 1958; and less than one percent in 1968 
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(DESP Study, 1968a, p. 24). In round numbers the percent with a master's 
degree was 15 percent in the 1928 survey; 64 percent in 1948; 76 percent 
in 1958; and 90 percent in the 1968a survey. There is no significant 
change in the percent of principals with a doctorate filling the 
elementary principalship. (DESP Study, 1968a, p. 24) This gives evidence 
to the fact that the professional preparation of elementary principals has 
increased substantially in the past few years. 
Interestingly, relatively more of the supervising principals in the 
Northeast section of the United States have reached higher levels of 
preparation than those in the other sections—the respective percents with 
preparation beyond the master's degree was 16.4 percent in the Northeast; 
8.8 percent in the Southeast; 7.7 percent in the Midwest; and 6.9 percent 
in the West. (DESP Study, 1968a) 
Undergraduate Preparation 
The majority of elementary school principals have an undergraduate 
major in either social studies or English and literature. Approximately 
41 percent had an undergraduate major in social studies while 23.8 percent 
did their major work in English and literature (DESP Study, 1968a). An 
analysis of these data shows that 61.7 percent of the men compared with 36 
percent of the women had primary preparation in the two fields of science 
and social studies. Women principals lean toward the field of English-
literature as 47.7 percent did their work in that area in contrast to 17.2 
percent of the men. 
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Graduate Majors 
At the graduate study level, there appears to be a slow trend away 
from "elementary school administration" and "elementary school supervision" 
toward "general school administration." In the 1958 survey 60 percent of 
the supervising principals had selected "elementary school administration" 
as compared to 51 percent in 1968; 19 percent were interested in 
"elementary school supervision" as compared to 11.6 percent in 1968; four 
percent expressed an interest in "the superintendency" in contrast to 21.7 
percent focusing on "general school administration" in 1968. (DESP Study, 
1968a) 
Recruitment 
Success in elementary school principalships is attributed basically to 
two types of experience: 1) experience as a classroom teacher, and 2) on-
the-job experience as a principal (DESP Study, 1968a, p. 28). Women 
supervising principals (52.7 percent) place special emphasis on the 
importance of the classroom teaching experience while a smaller percentage 
of men supervising principals (34.9 percent) stress its importance. On 
the other hand, 45.9 percent of the men stress on-the-job experience in 
contrast to 27.7 percent of the women. The fact that approximately 80 
percent of the total sample credit the Importance of these two areas 
raises some interesting questions regarding recruitment, background 
experiences, including college education, the internship, the assistant 
prlncipalshlp, in-service programs, and self-study and research. As the 
internship, and the assistant prlncipalshlp become more prevalent, perhaps 
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their contributions to the success of the principalship will become more 
Important. 
There appears to be a decline in the proportion of elementary school 
principals emerging from secondary school positions and an increase in the 
proportion of those who have served as assistant elementary school 
principals. In 1958 the DESP Survey indicates that 22 percent of the 
elementary school principals held positions previously in secondary school 
classrooms; in 1968, 15.3 percent were reported to have been recruited 
from that level. In 1958, six percent of the elementary principals had 
been assistant principals while in 1968, 10.4 percent had previously 
experienced the role of the elementary assistant principalship. The 1968 
DESP Study reveals that approximately 61 percent made the transition to 
administration either because they were "encouraged by superintendent's 
office" or because they "considered principalship especially important." 
(DESP Study, 1968a, p. 14) 
Lepick (1961) reported, while investigating the personal and 
professional characteristics of 800 California elementary principals, that 
84 percent of the principals had been promoted within their present 
district from a teaching position in the elementary schools. This study 
would tend to support the fact that the superintendent's office may play 
a large role in encouraging local employees to move into administration. 
The DESP Study (1968a) further points out that 80 percent of the principals 
would become principals again (certainly would: 52.9 percent; probably 
would; 27.1 percent). 
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Administration and Supervision 
Expectations 
The effective administrator appears to be acutely aware of the 
element of time. He tends to have the ability to differentiate between 
those things which are of lesser importance and the main reason for his 
existence, that of improvement of instruction and curriculum development. 
The many forces and demands placed on principals today emphasize the 
importance of identifying the essential tasks and performing them without 
undue interference. Otto and Sanders (1964) remind us that this becomes 
even more crucial when we recognize the increased expectations placed upon 
the principal. Not only do teachers, pupils and superintendents have 
certain ideas regarding what their expectations are of the principal, but 
parents have begun to assert themselves along this same line. 
The expectations may differ widely but each expectation 
is an evaluative standard applied to the incumbent of the 
principalship. A set of such expectations applied to the 
incumbent of a given position constitutes a role. Thus a 
principal's role, a set of expectations, emerges from parents, 
another one from teachers, and so forth. The result is a 
series of goals. (Otto and Sanders, 1964, p. 350) 
Otto and Sanders further point out that the expectations of the 
superintendent may differ markedly from those of teachers, and "that 
parents' expectations may differ substantially from both of the others." 
(Otto and Sanders, 1964, p. 354) It would seem then that the principal 
may expect three different evaluations of his performance. 
Behavioral scientists suggest that it is only human for an individual 
to try to picture himself as he thinks others expect him to be. When the 
principal looks into the mirror he sees, not himself as he actually is, 
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but how he feels others see him or desire to see him. Jenson et al. 
(1967) verify the fact that the image the principal has of himself may, to 
some degree, vary with images that others have of him. They tell us that 
"the distance between these images is responsible for much misunderstanding 
and, thus, inefficiency." (Jenson et al., 1967, p. 32) Consequently, 
one of the major conflicts in administration and supervision is induced by 
the fact that many teachers perceive the role of the principal as being 
nothing more than administrator and custodian in contrast to that of an 
active change-agent in the instructional system. 
The principal's profile of time distribution 
In reality, have these perceptions effected any change in the 
principal's role? On the basis of averages, the principal's profile of 
his actual time distribution has not undergone much change in the past 
forty years. The major function—supervision—has ranged from 26 percent 
to 39 percent in estimates of a typical work-week; the 1968 estimate is 
26 percent (DESP Study, 1968a). Administrative time estimates for super­
vising principals have ranged between 29 percent and 30 percent with the 
1968 estimate at 30 percent. 
When asked to estimate the ideal distribution of their time, 
principals have consistently recommended approximately 55 percent as the 
desirable proportion they should devote to supervision and curriculum 
development. (The estimates have ranged from 49 percent to 55 percent, 
with the "ideal" estimate for 1968 at 53 percent.) The ideal proportion 
of time for administration has ranged in the former surveys between 24 
percent and 25 percent with the 1968 estimate at 24 percent. (DESP Study, 
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1968a) 
Barriers to the "ideal" distribution of time 
If principals really perceive supervision and curriculum development 
as their most important responsibility, why are they unable to find the 
time for it? The primary barrier, according to the principals, is "lack 
of clerical help" as reported by 27 percent in 1958 and close to 26 percent 
in 1968. "Lack of administrative help" as a reason jumped from 11 percent 
in 1958 to approximately 21 percent in 1968. The proportion reporting the 
load of "central office demands" as limiting their use of time rose from 
ten percent in 1958 to nearly 17 percent in 1968. (DESP Study, 1968a) 
Spain et al. (1956, p. 335) remind us that the professional status 
and over-all image of the elementary principalship "is threatened every 
time over-paid clerks mask behind the accouterments of the position." They 
go on to say that any principal who spends the majority of the day in the 
routine tasks of administration and management is grossly overpaid. 
Conversely, any principal who is providing dynamic leadership to children, 
parents, and teachers alike is inadequately paid, no matter what his 
salary may be. 
Teacher perceptions of elementary principal 
Perhaps more important than the proportion of time the principal 
spends in supervision is the changing nature of the supervisory function. 
Many writers maintain the old view of the principal as the instructional 
supervisor simply is not appropriate in the modern elementary school. 
Erickson (1965, p. 18) states that teachers will "accept the principal's 
supervision only when they perceive him as competent to assist them in the 
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subject area or grade levels in question." In an earlier report, Erickson 
(1964, p. 59) pointed out that teachers will turn to others, to "fellow 
experts" who can demonstrate the authority of competence for needed 
assistance. 
All in all, mechanisms to provide this sort of specialized 
assistance appeared inadequate, perhaps because the system 
was depending upon traditional bureaucratic means, many 
teachers were resisting curriculum innovations, seemingly 
because they were not equipped to cope with them. (Erickson, 
1964, p. 59) 
There can be no question that leadership in the elementary school of 
the future will involve many people, including administrators, team 
leaders, teachers, and others. Indeed, Faber and Shearron (1970, p. 377) 
remind us that as we change patterns of staffing we can expect the "new" 
administrators, such as the assistant principal, the school manager, the 
director of learning resources, and others to assume leadership responsi­
bilities. In addition, status leaders will emerge within the teacher 
groups. 
Is it possible that teachers are really calling for a more "creative" 
leader, a more dynamic individual? Otto and Sanders point out that the 
ability and desire to make creative decisions are truly the mark of an 
excellent educational leader. 
The principal who blindly worships the status quo will 
be confronted with few creative decisions; but the principal 
who is a genuine leader of the educational program in his 
school will have many creative decisions to make. To 
initiate change, to experiment, to revise the curriculum, 
to improve the classification of pupils, to implement a 
philosophy, to push for continuous improvement of any and 
every aspect of a school's program requires knowledge, 
courage and ability. (Otto and Sanders, 1964, p. 379) 
Perhaps this is why the administrator's perception of himself is so 
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important. It is not an exaggeration to say that the success of an 
administrator depends largely on the accuracy of his perception. The 
degree of competence in performance is irrelevant if a situation or 
problem is perceived inaccurately. If, for example, a principal regards 
his teachers as incapable and lazy, it will be difficult for him to treat 
them in any other way. Consequently the teachers will eventually discover 
his attitude and feeling toward them and ultimately respond as they feel 
the principal expects them to respond. A principal is what he does and 
how he does it. 
New demands on time 
Careful examination of the literature reveals that the elementary 
school principalship is changing dramatically. The editorial in National 
Elementary Principal (April, 1965, p. 3) further clarifies this change. 
. . .It is changing not so much because of the conscious 
strategy of principals themselves as because of the inexorable 
pressure of forces outside of the principalship. 
Pressures that have been experienced for years by many administrators, 
namely, insufficient numbers of teachers and classrooms, have been relaxed. 
Decreasing birthrates and the increasing supply of teachers provide an 
opportunity to work in areas that require skill and administrative 
competence. Bowles (1968) tells us that: 
Now, perhaps as never before, education is free to 
concentrate on qualitative expansion: better teachers, 
smaller teacher-pupil ratios, new staff positions, more 
libraries and learning centers, more attention to learning 
styles—and more effective administration. (Bowles, 1968, 
p. 199) 
Certainly change is inevitable because of the many new societal 
pressures. The increase of quality in change, however, is not inevitable. 
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Jenson et al. (1967, p. 455) remind us that "societal forces are demanding 
new directions and many of the 'sacred cows' of the elementary school 
variety must pass from the scene." Elsbree et al. (1967) clarify the 
change in this manner. 
We believe that the tempo of change in education will 
accelerate rapidly; education will hold an increasingly 
important position in man's affairs; childhood education 
will assume greater importance in the total educational 
scene; knowledge will continue to increase at an exponential 
rate; automation and cybernation have the capability of 
revolutionizing our educational system; education in the 
years ahead will require greater school-community interaction 
and cooperation; teaching will move rapidly toward full 
professionalization;. . . (Elsbree et al., 1967, p. 40) 
Indeed, Lucas (1966) reminds us that standards and qualifications for 
teaching have risen at an impressive rate since 1945. Fortunately, many 
educators feel that the quality of education has also improved. Bloom 
(1964, p. 68) points out the importance of this improved program when he 
explains that the individual develops 50 percent of his mature intelli­
gence from conception to age four; "from four to eight he develops 
another 30 percent, with a remaining 20 percent occurring after age eight." 
As Elsbree et al. (1967, p. 43) have said, social scientists 
heretofore "preoccupied with the study of prisons and mental hospitals" 
have now focused their attention on the schools, "recognizing finally that 
these institutions are a central and important microcosm for the study of 
society broadly." 
Many new issues and problems are confronting the elementary principal. 
The list can be as long as one dares to make it, including federally 
funded projects, labor negotiations, accountability, parental demands for 
participation in school-making policy, students dissenting about irrelevant 
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curricula and suppressive policies, decentralization, innovations, in-
service education and so on. Indeed, Wayson (1971) along with many other 
critics have become convinced that American society has so outgrown its 
school system that severe social, economic and political problems now 
exist which will force radical changes in education. He further suggests 
that: 
. . .each school in the future will have more autonomy in 
organizational, community and curricular matters; teachers 
will have more authority and responsibility in selecting methods 
and materials for instructional purposes; students will have 
rights that are enforced legally and administratively, and 
they will participate much more in policy development in the 
school; parents will have open access to the school and will 
sit on policy development boards; the curriculum will consist 
of more direct experiences and will take place outside the 
school building; school boards will enter into performance 
contracts with industries or individuals, that reward problem 
solving and exact penalties for failure to perform; the 
principal will be more executive than middle management, and he 
will need executive rather than clerical skills. (Wayson, 
1971, p. 17) 
Indeed, each school in the future will have more autonomy and will be 
held accountable for making appropriate decisions. There will be a 
substantial increase in the amount of decentralization of school districts. 
Erickson (1964) tells us that the principal will be viewed, not as a 
teacher of teachers, but as the one person in the system who is qualified, 
by previous experiences and education, to assess and develop the unique 
"mix" of components that are necessary in his school. Lewis (1968, p. 12) 
agrees that there will be more decentralization and as a result, the 
principal is "going to have more responsibility and more authority" 
than he has had previously. He stresses the point that "more coordination, 
not less, is going to be required." Elsbree et al. (1967) remind us that 
24 
larger school systems will "seek to escape the dysfunctions of 
bureaucracy"; there will be tendencies "toward decentralization of 
operational management, granting more and more authority to principals in 
reaching decisions relevant to the management of their schools." 
Decentralization then appears to be a natural development. Central 
office administrators simply cannot maintain close supervision. The 
principal who is prepared to take advantage of this unintended freedom 
will experience increased opportunity to demonstrate his skills and 
proficiency. 
It would appear that decentralization may also be one of the most 
pressing problems facing the elementary principal today. In fact, most 
principals in the past have been eager to get the facts, make a decision 
and develop the necessary framework to work with the issue. Jacobson 
(1968, p. 71) magnifies this problem when he points out that a primary 
source of stress for the principal today "is the frustration of being a 
'doer' in a world where appropriate action is very often elusive" and 
where the margin for error has been reduced substantially compared to the 
past. Indeed, principals are confronted with many complex and unfamiliar 
problems today, including: intricacies of civil rights, politics, culture 
of the underprivileged, modern-learning theory, technology, professional 
negotiations, and many others. 
Jenson et al. (1967) describe additional stresses on the elementary 
principalship. 
. . .Among the powerful forces sparking innovations and 
new approaches is the vast amount of knowledge accumulated 
about children and how they learn. Trends such as individ­
ualized reading, independent study, programmed instruction, 
ungraded primary units, programs for the gifted and talented. 
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individualization, guidance, flexibility and programs and 
the like, appear to be pointing the way. Other basic units 
under study in many school situations are bound to have an 
impact on future elementary schools. A few of these are; 
variations in grouping and individual instruction schemes, 
teacher assistants, experiments, imaginative use of teacher 
talents, the use of a wide variety of teaching aides, both 
automated and animated; curricular changes, the employment 
of technological aides, the extension of the classroom to 
include an ever widening environment, new school and 
community cooperative efforts, intensified school and home 
relationships, and experiments with extended exposures to 
learning experiences—the school day and the school year. 
(Jenson et al., 1967, p. 507) 
Indeed, many principals have already experienced the role of mediator 
of innovative forces. It is described by many as being a crucial role. 
Elsbree et al. (1967, p. 47) emphasize the importance of this role in the 
following manner: 
. . .we are concerned about the great pressures upon 
the school to "innovate," and to innovate programs that 
more often than not appear unconcerned with the humanity 
of the classroom. 
As Cremin has pointed out (1963, p .  31), "it will do us little good 
to quicken the pace of education if we do not know where we are going." 
Perhaps the best advice that can be offered regarding innovation is 
Dr. Reinhold Niebuhr's classic prayer: 
Give us serenity to accept that what cannot be changed, 
courage to change what should be changed and wisdom to know 
one from the other. 
It seems reasonable to assume that many other forces will dictate, in 
various ways, the changing role of the principal. Goldberg (1966, p. 343) 
states that the computer, just one of the technological innovations, is 
realistically claimed to be more revolutionary than most inventions, 
including the wheel, the steam engine and so on. It seems very clear that 
computer-assisted instruction and computer applications to the many 
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administrative problems will soon become a common part of the school 
system. Lewis (1968, p. 9) perhaps reflects a similar view regarding 
changes in society when he points out that it has been suggested that 
"50 percent of the students now in primary grades will start their careers 
in vocations that do not now exist." 
Lieberman and Moskow (1966) describe the stress of negotiations when 
they quote the president of the American Federation of Teachers as saying; 
We would place no limit on the scope of negotiations. . . 
Anything having to do with the operation of schools is a 
matter for professional concern and should thus be subject 
to collective bargaining. (Lieberman and Moskow, 1966, 
p. 266) 
Cronin (1967, p. 123) tells us that the impact of negotiations in 
education "now requires the school boards and superintendents to reappraise 
the web of relationships with principals." Negotiated agreements are now 
written carefully to insure the prerogatives of teachers vis-a-vis 
principals and explore the ways in which teachers can "secure satisfaction 
of grievances." 
The basic question which remains unanswered is "where is the 
principal's place in negotiation?" Asnard (1968) describes the present 
situation quite accurately. He says the principal is considered to be 
with the school board and central office in some districts while in others 
he is with the teachers or in the "no man's land" in between. 
The program of studies is in a constant state of flux today. School 
staffs are being faced with a wide array of options and choices concerning 
curriculum and curriculum materials. In addition new forms of 
organization of staff and students is an imposing issue. Erickson (1965) 
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suggests that "strategic coordination" is essential. This he describes as 
the process of combining the "human and material components of a school 
and its community to form a functioning whole." (Erickson, 1965, p. 19) 
Evaluation of programs in the past has been a far too casual and 
superficial experience at best. McNally (1968) suggests that the 
principal's position regarding evaluation will be different in the 70's 
and 80's than it has been in the past. He will have to be much more 
knowledgeable regarding the skills and mechanisms of developing and 
implementing programs that provide continuous feedback on all phases of a 
school's operation. Faber and Shearron (1970) point out that the stating 
of instructional objectives in behavioral terms will make it possible for 
schools to evaluate the extent to which they accomplish their objectives. 
Included with pupil evaluation will be evaluation of the learning 
situations, materials of Instruction, teacher-pupil Interactions, and so 
on. They further point out that "schools will systematically evaluate 
themselves and constantly revise and modify their procedures." (Faber and 
Shearron, 1970, p. 373) 
As Indicated earlier there has been significant change in the over­
all preparation of teachers for elementary school teaching. Certainly 
this must have serious implications for the elementary school principal. 
Lucas (1966, p. 245) points out that it will be almost impossible for the 
principal to know as much as the teachers do about their areas of 
proficiency when our schools do in reality become staffed with teachers 
with advanced degrees in their various fields. 
Erickson warns us that this increased specialization reflects the 
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knowledge explosion in many subject fields as well as a growing awareness 
of the many kinds of competence needed to make education effective, that 
this new development will cause future administrators concern: 
Anyone who occupies a superordinate position in an 
organization has access to bureaucratic authority or the 
authority of office by sheer virtue of his position. But 
collégial authority, or the authority of competence is 
quite another kind of authority. This authority is wielded 
only by the cognoscenti, by those who are viewed as sharing 
the expertise that characterizes one's field of specializa­
tion. In dealing with proficient personnel, the administrator 
who attempts to give direction in areas which he is not seen 
as thoroughly competent may expect increasingly to encounter 
resistance and, if he persists, to alienate his staff. 
(Erickson, 1964, Pp. 58-59) 
Erickson (1964) clarifies this point when he draws an analogy with 
other institutions. He points out that these tendencies are best illus­
trated by the hospital, where wide areas of decision-making are governed 
by the organization's professional staff rather than the administrators. 
Similarly, in our better universities questions of research methodology 
and instructional procedure are determined by professors Instead of 
members of the hierarchy. 
Indeed, can the good principal be an instructional leader? Campbell 
(1965) points out that the principal is not an Instructional expert. 
Simply because the elementary principal was once an elementary teacher 
does not qualify him as an instructional expert. He suggests that this 
insistence whereby candidates have had experience as a teacher is perhaps 
one hazard in the selection of principals. He further suggests that it is 
wrong for us to assume this person to be superhuman. Erickson (1964, p. 
60) agrees with Campbell when he explains that some recent writings 
describe the "good principal as a sort of superteacher, qualified to 
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evaluate all kinds of instruction," and equipped with an answer to any 
classroom problem. He states that the expectation of many is that the 
principal be "expected to sally in and out of classrooms like some 
charismatic general," making a necessary change here and there, and "using 
the magic of his pedagogic know-how to spur the flagging spirits of his 
troops." 
An examination of Erickson's description of the historical principal 
reveals the ludicrous nature of these expectations. 
When principals first became common in American schools, 
programs of life preparation could be relatively simple; 
learning was viewed largely as the transfer of knowledge 
from teachers to pupil; teachers were seldom experts in any 
field; and several of our biggest problems—such as the 
education of the culturally divergent child—had not yet 
emerged as major Issues. Under these conditions, no doubt, 
many principals were able to teach virtually anything in the 
curriculum at the drop of a hat and do it better than anyone 
else in the school. (Erickson, 1964, Pp. 60-61) 
Jenson et al. (1967, p. 434) suggest that "courageous statesman-like 
leadership possessing strong convictions and a sense of commitment is 
needed." The new principal cannot permit himself to be relegated to his 
office as an administrator. In fact, Lucas (1966, p. 248) points out 
that the principal should be "the inspirational and educational leader of 
his school for both teachers and pupils." 
Today's principal can no longer be expected to fulfill today's 
expectations in addition to serving as record keeper, major disciplinar­
ian, school manager and curriculum planner. 
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The new principal 
With increasing demands on time and elevating expectations, Wayson 
(1971) tells us that the highest value of the new administration is 
change and innovation. Change is seen as a must if the educational 
system is to "survive new complexities in American society, and it 
furnishes one of the most compelling arguments for pursuing the new 
administration." (Wayson, 1971, p. 15) This is perhaps why McNally 
(1968, p. 90) tells us that the principal of the 1980's school "will need 
to be a scholar in the field of administration and leadership, as well as 
a very competent administrative leader." He goes on to say that the 
principal will not be expected to be as competent in the more technical 
aspects of teaching method and classroom management but most assuredly 
will be expected to have more knowledge "in the fields of behavioral 
sciences, such as social psychology, sociology and political science." 
In fact, Goldman (1966) contends that the amount of time allocated to 
common learnings in such areas as the behavioral and social sciences, 
professional education and general concepts of administration in the 
pre-service program should be in the 50 to 75 percent category. 
Jenson et al. (1967) agree with Faber, McNally, Goldman and other 
writers in that the future principal must have "a breadth of understand­
ing in liberal studies, technical areas of school administration, the 
behavioral sciences and the learning process." Jenson et al., 1967, 
p. 409) McNally (1968) says that the new principal: 
. . .will be the perceptive generalist who helps his 
colleagues define and redefine the goals of the school, 
who coordinates and facilitates their efforts in the 
achievement of those goals, who provides leadership in 
fostering these desirable changes, who is looked to for 
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leadership in the resolution of the conflicts that beset every 
human organization, who provides community educational 
leadership, and who helps the professional staff and is 
helped by them to develop deep commitment to and pride in the 
crucially important enterprise in which they are all engaged. 
(McNally, 1968, Pp. 90-91) 
Erickson (1965, p. 20) expands upon McNally's basic premise as he 
suggests that the principal of the future will rely increasingly on the 
"participation and advice of specialized persons in the central office, 
in the universities, in the community, and on his staff." 
It seems reasonable to conclude that the elementary school principal 
of the future will continue to be an extremely busy person with the many 
new demands placed upon him. 
Reavis et al. (1953, Pp. 492-493) substantiate this fact: 
The work of the elementary school principal or supervisor 
makes many demands on the person who would fill it. As a 
result, he must be a superior organizer, a skilled adminis­
trator, a wise supervisor and a strong executive and general 
manager. 
The preceding information poses two serious problems. The first one 
concerns in-service education for the principal. Pharis has stressed the 
urgency of the in-service challenge in this manner: 
. . .it has become increasingly obvious that in the 
principalship, as in other professions, pre-service 
preparations simply prepares one to learn to practice his 
profession. . .one learns to be a principal only after 
one becomes a principal. Today, as never before, mastery 
of a professional responsibility is a continuous life-long 
process. It is part of the job—and should be clearly 
recognized as part of the job. (Pharis, 1966, p. 8) 
The question regarding in-service education is, have present programs 
consisting of some professional reading, lectures, workshops and 
conventions become mere routine? College professors could benefit from a 
close examination of the results of group dynamics laboratories. 
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Simulation techniques, taped lectures, multi-media, internships, are a few 
of the refreshing approaches used in developing meaningful preparation 
programs for future administrators today. However, the extent to which 
pre-service programs have shifted from the same old approaches to the new 
ideas in administration, supervision and curriculum has not been 
appreciable. 
The second serious problem here centers on recruitment. As school 
district reorganizations continue to eliminate small districts, many 
schools will become large enough to require the employment of an elementary 
principal. In addition to the need for elementary school principals 
arising out of reorganization, it seems likely that Increased school 
population, expanded services, and greater urbanization will require larger 
districts to add more principals. Furthermore, only 1.5 percent of 
elementary principals in the United States are employed in systems 
enrolling fewer than 350 pupils. (AASA, 1967) 
Many writers seem to agree that we are faced with a serious shortage 
of really top-flight administrators. The University Council for 
Educational Administration has studied this problem carefully and estimates 
that in the period between 1967 and 1976 our public schools will generate 
a demand for 26,000 more elementary school principals to fill new positions 
and replace principals who retire or leave the prlncipalship for other 
reasons. The Council concludes, however, that the real problem is not 
one of increasing the number of principals; it is the problem of Improving 
their quality. (UCEA, 1965) Anderson (1965, p. 48) tends to support the 
need for additional elementary principals. He has prepared the following 
estimate of the biennial demand for newly prepared elementary principals 
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during the period 1965-1974 
Biennium 
Number of 
Elementary Principals 
1965-66 
1967-68 
1969-70 
1971-72 
1973-74 
4500 
4800 
5000 
5300 
5600 
Anderson contends that educational organizations and professional 
educators have not kept pace with business and industrial organizations 
in recruiting from among those so interested. Most of the recruitment has 
been self-recruitment. Potential leaders have had to present themselves. 
There may be some disagreement on the point that educators have not 
kept pace with business in recruiting. Jenson et al. (1967) tell us that 
the chances for promotion to a principalship from within a system seem to 
be Improving substantially. O'Brien (1966) claims that large school 
systems are attempting to identify potential principals from among their 
own classroom teachers. The practice usually includes a program of in-
service training and selection leading to a type of internship of service 
as assistant principal. This process is likely to find wider acceptance 
in various sized school systems in the years ahead. 
Change is seen as imperative if schools are to survive new 
complexities in society. While change in itself may not prove progress, 
it does usually indicate flexibility, vitality and viability of an 
organization. The elementary principalship has altered appreciably over 
the years. 
Summary 
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New and complex problems will confront the principal, including civil 
rights, modern learning theory, technology, negotiations and so on. Pre-
service education should place greater stress on the behavioral sciences, 
such as social psychology, sociology and political science. General 
administrative skills will receive more attention. As Reavis et al. (1953) 
said several years ago, the principal will have to be "a superior 
organizer, a skilled administrator, a wise supervisor and a strong 
executive and general manager." 
The principal with an increased sense of the skills required in the 
technical, human relations and conceptual areas will be better prepared 
for the new problems and demands. Improved technical skills in 
organization and structure, staff personnel, student personnel, facilities, 
finance and management, and improvement of instruction and curriculum 
appear to be essential. 
The ability to work as a group member is an increasingly important 
skill. In addition the principal must have the skill to coordinate the 
activities of the staff as well as stimulate people to contribute their 
best efforts. 
The conceptual skill is the most difficult because it requires an 
ability to picture the total program. Today's pressures reinforce the 
necessity of viewing education in the broad framework of the entire school 
system and the community. 
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METHODOLOGY 
The principal problem of this study was to determine the principal's 
administrative and leadership role by seeking answers to the following 
questions: 1) What is presently being done by elementary principals, and 
2) What problems are faced by those presently administering elementary 
schools? 
Selection of the Sample 
Since it was impractical to survey a complete population of elementary 
principals, a method of judgment sampling was devised. Ten percent of the 
population of elementary school principals serving public elementary 
schools in the North-Central region, including Iowa, Missouri, Nebraska, 
Minnesota, North Dakota, South Dakota and Wisconsin during the school year 
1970-71 was included in the investigation. The investigation excluded 
those private and parochial schools and others not listed in the direc­
tories of the selected states. 
Administrative officials from each state's department of elementary 
school principals were contacted and apprised of the proposed study. In 
each case, except Missouri, permission was granted to proceed with the 
study. After two additional conversations, Missouri reluctantly agreed to 
cooperate. This reluctance was not considered unduly serious to the 
purposes of the study since it was assumed that the data of the Missouri 
principals would not be markedly different from the other respondents. 
Various sources were used to secure the names of the elementary 
principals in their respective states. These sources included editors of 
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elementary school principal bulletins, executive secretaries of state 
elementary principal's associations, state superintendents of public 
Instruction, and document sections in the state department. The ten 
percent sample was subsequently drawn from the various lists of elementary 
principals received from each of the seven states. 
The sampling process revealed the following potential number of 
respondents for each state: Iowa (72), Minnesota (142), Missouri (185), 
Nebraska (33), North Dakota (27), South Dakota (25) and Wisconsin (94). 
Upon completion of the selection of the respondents, 578 question­
naires were mailed to elementary principals in the seven state area. 
Included with the questionnaire were three copies of an "echo" sheet, which 
requested the participants to identify the five most pressing problems in 
the principal's building as they perceived them. These echo sheets were 
to be given to the superintendent of schools, a teacher in the principal's 
building and one parent of a student attending that school. The purpose 
of this "echo" technique was to "sharpen" the problem Issues identified 
for that particular school building. The principal was asked to 
arbitrarily select a teacher from his building as well as a parent from 
his school. 
Construction and Design of the Instrument 
Operating on the premise that there is very little information 
available regarding the role of the elementary principal in the North-
Central region, it was determined that a comprehensive survey would be used 
to gather current information. It was therefore considered necessary to 
include new as well as veteran principals, principals of small schools 
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as well as large schools, teaching principals as well as supervising 
principals and non-M.A. administrators as well as advanced degree 
administrators. 
Many of the ideas and much of the format were developed after 
examination of the study designed by the National Association of Elementary 
t 
School Principals in 1967. This was considered advisable in order that 
some comparisons could be made with the samples used in both studies. 
The instrument used for this investigation was designed to collect 
data in five general areas. The first area sought descriptive information 
of a personal and professional nature, including age, sex, experience as a 
principal, size of school administered, official title, number of schools 
under the principal's direction, number of teachers under the principal's 
supervision, educational background, entrance into administration, type of 
community the principal works in, and reason for becoming a principal. 
Open-end questions as well as a check list were used to secure this 
information. 
The second area of the questionnaire was intended to probe into the 
area of the principal's role, with emphasis on how the principal 
differentiates between administration and supervision. A five-point scale 
with 1-strongly agree, 2-agree, 3-no opinion, 4-disagree, 5-strongly 
disagree was used as well as a check list to determine which facets the 
principal considered important in his role. 
In addition, each principal was asked to record, by percent, how he 
distributed his time among certain major categories, including classroom 
teaching, clerical work, administration, supervision, curriculum develop­
ment, community work, and self-improvement. In an effort to explore 
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further the problem of time distribution, each principal was asked to 
record, by percent, how he would like to distribute his time among the 
same categories. Finally the principal was asked to indicate the main 
condition or "roadblock" which prevents him from attaining the "ideal" 
time distribution. 
The third general area focused on a small number of special problems, 
including in-service education, decentralization, desegregation, and the 
neighborhood school. 
In the development of the fourth general area, it was hypothesized 
that much of the change in the elementary principalship has not been 
brought about by principals themselves but rather by many forces from the 
outside. It was intended that this area would produce input for develop­
ment of new and improved college-preparation programs for the 70's and the 
80's. Therefore, this section is included to give clearer insight into 
just what these pressures might be as perceived by the principals them­
selves. A list of twelve potential pressures was developed, including 
demands from citizens, new pupil achievement standards, federal programs, 
increased enrollment, change in nature of pupils, state department, parent 
expectations, new faculty goals, central-office demands, school specialists, 
personal goals and standards, and new demands of secondary schools and 
colleges. Each respondent was asked to indicate if the pressures were a 
"major cause," a "minor cause," or "not a cause." 
The last part of the instrument requested the elementary principal to 
list the five most pressing problems in his elementary school(s) at the 
present time. 
The first draft of the questionnaire was submitted to the following 
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persons for review and suggestions: Richard Manatt, Associate Professor 
of Educational Administration, Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa; Anton 
Netusil, Associate Professor of Educational Administration, Iowa State 
University, Ames, Iowa; Harold McNabb, Professor of Biological Science, 
Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa. 
After examination and discussion of the initial draft, one major 
change was made in the overall investigation. This group thought that it 
was important to know not only how the principal perceived his problems 
but also how others viewed them. Consequently an "echo" sheet requesting 
the participant to list the five most pressing problems in that particular 
elementary building, as he perceived them, was included for the superin­
tendent, a classroom teacher in the principal's building and a parent of a 
student in the principal's building. Other suggestions were incorporated 
into a refined instrument. 
Collection of Data 
Five hundred and seventy-eight principals were included in the sample. 
In addition 578 superintendents, 578 parents and 578 teachers were asked 
to participate in the "echo" survey. Therefore it was decided that a 
mailed questionnaire would serve as the best means of obtaining information 
in this study of the role perceptions of the elementary school principal. 
A letter of explanation was mailed with the questionnaire to each principal. 
The letter explained the need for the study and requested the school 
administrator to give one copy of the "echo" survey to his school 
superintendent and to select a teacher and parent to complete the other 
two echo sheets. A self-addressed stamped envelope was included, and it 
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was requested that the questionnaire be filled out and returned as quickly 
as possible. The echo sheet which was distributed to the superintendent, 
the teacher and a parent included a brief description of the purpose of 
the study and explained that their participation was solicited to help 
sharpen the problem definition. 
The questionnaire, echo sheets, and letters of explanation were mailed 
in May of 1971. The original mailing produced a 24 percent return. A 
follow-up postcard was mailed during the first week of August emphasizing 
the importance of participation from that state. At the same time, a 
letter was mailed to the original sources of the mailing list to encourage 
their help for increased participation from their state. This effort 
produced an eight percent return for a total of 32 percent. Finally, 
another follow-up was made in November which brought the total number of 
returns to 37 percent or 213 questionnaires returned. 
Examination of the returns revealed that 35 could not be used. They 
were either incomplete (28) in crucial areas or the respondent had left 
the principalship (seven) and had no desire to participate in the study. 
Thus, the final number of principals used in the study was 178. 
Telephone conversations with ten Iowa elementary principals revealed 
that the echo sheet was the primary factor causing the limited return of 
questionnaires. 
Treatment of the Data 
The primary objective of the investigation was to assess what is 
presently being done by elementary principals and what problems are faced 
by those presently administering schools. It was also used to investigate 
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differences by classification of the subjects, including; 1) whether the 
subject is male or female, 2) enrollment served, 3) age of the respondent, 
4) type of graduate preparation, 5) years of administrative experience, 
6) age upon entering the principalship, and 7) number of teachers under 
the principal's supervision. 
The data supplied by respondents were tabulated question by question 
for the total sample to enable the investigator to establish logical 
classifications. All data were coded on standard coding forms and key­
punched. The Computation Center at Iowa State University was used for the 
processing of the data. 
Most of the data has been presented in percents. Like all sample 
data, these statistics are subject to sampling variation. It is important 
that this variation be considered whenever inferences about the population 
are based upon: 1) a single statistic, and 2) the difference between two 
statistics, for example, two means or two percentages. 
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FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 
Ten questions comprised the overall problem of this investigation. 
The questions were: 
Question 1: What profile of personal characteristics describes the 
responding principals? 
Question 2: What is the common source of candidates for the elementary 
principalship? 
Question 3: What was the primary motive for becoming a principal? Is the 
position still attractive to the respondent? 
Question 4: What part of the principal's preparation program or what part 
of the principal's experience has contributed most to his 
success as a principal? 
Question 5: How does the principal distribute his time among certain 
major categories during the work-week? 
Question 6; What similarities exist between how the principal spends 
his time on current routine and extraordinary tasks and how 
he would like to spend his time? 
Question 7: What is the major obstruction to attaining "ideal" distribu­
tion of time? 
Question 8; What is the principal's perception of his role in certain 
administrative areas and leadership responsibilities? 
Question 9: What causes the changes in demands for time and energy of the 
principal? 
Question 10: What are the five most pressing problems of the individual 
school at the present time as perceived by principals. 
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superintendents, selected teachers and selected parents? 
The findings presented in this chapter were divided into four major 
divisions. 
1. Characteristics of principals 
2. The principal and administration-supervision 
3. The principal and new pressures 
4. The principal's problems 
Characteristics of Principals 
What is your official title, highest earned college degree and sex? 
The concern of this investigation is with a representative sample of 
persons who are in charge of elementary schools. Inspection of Table 1 
indicates that in the total sample response of 178 principals, almost 81 
percent are known as "principal"; approximately five percent as "teaching 
principal"; and close to 14 percent as "supervising principal." For 
purposes of tabling data, the investigator will use two categories— 
"principal" and "other"; "other" will include "supervising principal" and 
"teaching principal." Where particular differences exist among the three 
specific categories, a general reference will be made to these facts in 
the text. 
Investigation of Table 1 reflects the continuing dominance of men in 
the elementary prlncipalship. Five in six of all respondents were men. 
Among "principals" 85 percent were men; among "supervising principals" 
almost 96 percent were men; 62 percent of "teaching principals" were women. 
The number of men elementary administrators is steadily increasing. 
This trend Is evidenced by earlier DESP surveys—45 percent in 1928, 
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Table 1. Highest earned degree by title and sex 
Total Degree 
sample B.A. M.A. 6 yrs. Ph.D. 
Title N% N% N% N% N % 
Principal 
Male 123 69.1 4 40.0 108 71.1 8 66.6 3 75.0 
Female 21 11.8 1 10.0 18 11.8 2 16.7 
Teaching 
principal 
Male 3 1.7 1 10.0 2 1.3 - - -
Female 5 2.8 3 30.0 2 1.3 - - -
Supervising 
principal 
Male 23 12.9 1 10.0 20 13.2 1 8.3 1 25.0 
Female 10.6 — - 10.7 - - - -
Other 
Male 10.6 — — - — 18.3 - — 
Female 1 0.6 - - 1 0.7 - - - -
Total percent 100.1 100.0 100.1 99.9 100.0 
Total number 178 10 152 12 4 
59 percent in 1948, 62 percent in 1958 and 78 percent in 1968. 
(Department of Elementary School Principals, 1968a) Indeed, the elementary 
classroom position has grown in popularity with men. Also, salaries and 
status have increased substantially, making the position more appealing 
to men. This fact was further verified when the younger men "principals" 
reported "considered principalship important," and "preferred 
administration" as the "primary" reasons for becoming a principal (Table 7). 
Women "principals" tended to respond with, "encouraged by superintendent." 
This may indicate that men have stronger personal drives to seek positions 
of authority and leadership than do women. However, when one considers 
the dynamics of the Women's Liberation Movement, it appears logical to 
expect increased pressures for more women principals. 
Approximately six in 100 of the total sample had the B.A.; slightly 
over 85 percent had the M.A.; close to seven percent had six years; 
approximately two percent had the Ph.D. Among "teaching principals", 50 
percent had less than an M.A. (Table 1). 
Of the "supervising principals" 96 percent had the M.A. or higher. 
"Principals" also had 96 percent with the M.A. or higher. More women had 
less than the M.A. (14 percent) than did men (four percent). 
What was your major area of undergraduate study, excluding education? 
Examination of Table 2 shows that in the total sample approximately 
24 percent majored in English during the years of undergraduate study; 21 
percent had science majors; 34 percent had special interests in social 
studies; 15 percent emphasized physical education. There were no dramatic 
differences among the categories by title. 
Substantial differences did appear in undergraduate background when 
comparisons between men and women were made. Fifty-seven percent of the 
women majored in English compared to 17 percent of the men. Thirty-five 
percent of the men had their major in social studies while 29 percent of 
the women stressed this area. A sharp contrast also exists in physical 
education where 92 percent of those reporting physical education were men. 
Comparison with the DESP study (1968a) reveals similar responses In 
all areas of undergraduate study except science (15.8 percent), social 
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Table 2. Major areas of undergraduate study 
Total Other Principals 
sample Male Female Male Female 
Areas N %N% N% N% N% 
English/ 
Literature 42 23.6 9 33.3 1 14.3 17 13.8 15 71.4 
Foreign 
Language 1 0.6 - - - - - - 1 4.8 
Mathematics 11 6.2 1 3.7 - - 9 7.3 1 4.8 
Physical 
Science 37 20.8 9 33.3 - - 27 22.0 1 4.8 
Social 
Studies 61 34.3 7 25.9 5 71.4 46 37.4 3 14.3 
Physical 
Education 26 14.6 1 3.7 1 14.3 24 19.5 - -
Total percent 100.1 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.1 
Total number 178 27 7 123 21 
studies (40.6 percent) and physical education (2.9 percent). It is 
difficult to explain the marked difference in physical education. 
A study of senior high principals conducted by the National Associa­
tion of Secondary School Principals showed the following breakdown in 
undergraduate study: humanities—29 percent, science—18 percent, social 
studies—14 percent, education—12 percent, physical education—11 percent, 
and all others—15 percent. (The Senior High School Principalship, 1965, 
p. 28) 
While the areas of definition are not the same, it appears that 
elementary principals are much more likely to have a background in English 
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and social studies than are secondary principals. 
What is your major field of graduate college study? 
In recent years some writers have reported an increased interest in a 
general administration background. In the present study 99 percent of the 
total sample reported a special area of graduate study (Table 3). 
"Teaching principals" and "supervising principals" did all of their work 
in either elementary administration or elementary supervision. Roughly 85 
percent of both men and women principals reported their graduate study was 
either elementary administration or elementary supervision. 
In the total sample close to 86 percent either agree or strongly 
agree that the preparation program for elementary principals should be 
specialized and substantially different from preparation programs for 
researchers, secondary principals and superintendents. 
Among "supervising principals" there was much more interest (71 
percent) in elementary administration than other areas of study. This was 
also true with "teaching principals" with 75 percent recording elementary 
administration as their field of graduate study. 
There was a much larger proportion of men "principals" interested in 
"general school administration" than women "principals." 
A comparison with the DESP survey (1968a) shows 5.0 percent had no 
graduate work in contrast to 0.6 percent in the present study; 47.5 percent 
had majored in elementary school administration compared to 61.8 percent; 
19.6 percent had their major in general school administration against 8.4 
percent in the present study; 10.5 percent in elementary supervision 
versus 23.6 percent in this study. 
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Table 3. Major field of graduate work 
Total Other Principals 
sample Male Female Male Female 
Areas N% N% N% N% N% 
No graduate 
study 1 0.6 — mm, — — 1 0.8 - -
No speciali­
zation 1 0.6 - - - - 1 0.8 - -
Elementary ad­
ministrator 110 61.8 20 74.1 3 42.8 78 63.4 9 42.9 
Secondary ad­
ministrator 5 2.8 - — - - 4 3.3 1 4.8 
Subject area 4 2.2 - - - - 3 2.4 1 4.8 
Elementary 
supervisor 42 23.6 6 22.2 3 42.8 24 19.5 9 42.9 
General ad­
ministration 15 8.4 1 3.7 1 14.3 12 9.8 1 4.8 
Total percent 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0 100.2 
Total number 178 27 7 123 21 
What is your age? 
For the entire sample the average age was 45 years (44.56). The 
youngest principal was 26 years and the oldest one was 68 years. About 
two percent (2,2 percent) of the total group was 65 and over (Table 4). 
Of the total sample 45 percent of the respondents have from 11 to 20 
teaching positions to supervise while 37 percent administer the program 
with 21 to 30 teaching positions. The average number of teaching positions 
was 22 with a range from two to 46 positions. 
Age appears to be associated with the degree of principalship 
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Table 4. Age group of principals by number of teaching positions under 
principal's direction 
Age groups 
Number 
teaching 
positions 
Total 
sample 26 -34 35 1 50 -64 
65 & 
over 
N % N % N % N % N % 
Principals 
1-10 4 2.2 1 3.2 2 2.3 1 1.8 -
11-20 67 37.6 15 48.4 29 33.0 21 38.2 2 50.0 
21-30 53 29.8 7 22.6 27 30.7 19 34.6 -
31 & over 17 9.5 3 9.7 12 13.6 1 1.8 1 25.0 
Other 
1-10 4 2.2 - - 2 2.3 2 3.6 -
11-20 13 7.3 1 3.2 9 10.2 3 5.5 — — 
21-30 12 6.7 4 12.9 4 4.6 3 5.5 1 25.0 
31 & over 5 2.8 - - 2 2.3 3 5.5 -
No response 3 1.7 1 1.1 2 3.6 
Total percent 99.8 100.0 100.1 100.1 100.0 
Total number 178 31 88 55 4 
responsibility; approximately 52 percent of the "principals" under 35 
years indicated that they work with less than 21 teaching positions 
compared with 40 percent of those principals in the 50 to 64 age group. 
Conversely, close to 35 percent of those "principals" 50 years and over 
supervised 21 to 30 teachers compared with approximately 23 percent of 
those "principals" under 35 years of age. Also, nearly 52 percent of the 
largest schools were administered by principals in the 35 to 49 age group. 
50 
Two observations can be made here; 1) younger principals appear to 
have assignments involving fewer teachers and 2) the middle age group 
seems to get the assignment with most teachers. 
What position were you holding just before your first princlpalship? 
The question of what type of experience is most valuable prior to the 
principalship is one of recent debate. In the present study 71 percent of 
the total sample had been elementary school classroom teachers prior to 
becoming principals (Table 5). By title 88 percent of the "teaching 
principals," 83 percent of the "supervising principals" and 68 percent of 
the "principals" held elementary classroom teaching positions prior to 
their first principalship. 
Very few (4.5 percent) elementary administrators have had previous 
experience in the central office or as an elementary or secondary assistant 
principal. This is a dramatic decrease in contrast to almost 17 percent 
in the DESP survey (1968a). This fact suggests that the assistant principal 
is a more common figure in other geographical regions. 
There appears to be a trend away from previous experience as a 
secondary classroom teacher: 22 percent in the 1958 DESP survey, 15.3 
percent in the 1968 DESP survey and 10.1 percent in the present study. It 
is interesting to note that not one woman reported secondary classroom 
teaching experience prior to the principalship. 
Other positions held prior to the first elementary principalship 
Included superintendent, director of federal programs, county 
superintendent, resource teacher, college Instructor, vocational-
education coordinator, media specialist and Headstart director. 
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Table 5. Position held just prior to first elementary principalship 
Total Other Principal 
sample Male Female Male Female 
Position N% N% N% N% N% 
Elementary 
teacher 126 70.8 21 77.7 7 100.0 84 68.3 14 66.7 
Secondary 
teacher 18 10.1 2 7.4 - - 16 13.0 — -
Central office 
assistant 
principal 8 4.5 1 3.7 - - 4 3.3 3 14.3 
Other 26 14.6 3 11.1 - 19 15.5 4 19.0 
Total percent 100.0 99.9 100.0 100.1 100.0 
Total number 178 27 7 123 21 
How old were you when you were appointed to your first principalship? 
For the entire sample the average age was almost 31 years. The 
youngest age for an individual principal was 19 years while the oldest age 
was 50 years. Information in Table 6 shows that men principals have their 
introduction to administration at an earlier age than do women principals. 
Among men "principals" approximately 76 percent were first appointed 
when they were less than 35 years; among women "principals" 57 percent 
were first appointed when they were between 35 and 49 years of age (Table 
6 ) .  
Of the men "teaching" and "supervising" principals, 85 percent 
received their first appointment as a principal when they were less than 
35 years and again, most women "teaching" and "supervising" principals 
received their first appointment at a later age. 
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Table 6. Age group at time of first appointment as elementary principal 
Total Other Principal 
Age sample Male Female Male Female 
groups N% N% N% N% N% 
Under 35 127 71.4 23 85.2 2 28.6 94 76 .4 8 38.1 
35-49 46 25.8 3 11.1 4 57.1 27 22 .0 12 57.1 
50-64 2 1.1 - - - - 1 0 .8 1 4.8 
No response 3 1.7 1 3.7 1 14.3 1 0 .8 
Total percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100 .0 100.0 
Total number 178 27 7 123 21 
What was your primary reason for becoming a principal? 
Respondents were asked to check ONE reason from the following list: 
(a) preferred administration to classroom reaching 
(b) needed a larger income 
(c) considered the position of principalship more important 
(d) encouraged by the superintendent's office 
(e) other (write in) 
The information in Table 7 shows a surprisingly small range among all 
categories. This is in contrast to the DESP survey (1968a) where 19.5 
percent preferred administration, 17.1 percent needed a larger income, 
30.7 percent were encouraged by the superintendent and only 2.0 percent 
indicated other reasons. 
By title more "principals" cited "preferred administration" (22 
percent) than any other reason; more "teaching principals" (63 percent) 
indicated "encouragement from superintendent"; "supervising principals" 
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Table 7. Primary reason for becoming a principal 
Years of 
experience (group) 
Total 
sample 
% 
Reasons 
a 
% 
b 
% 
c 
% 
d 
% 
e 
% 
Principals 
1-3 years 11.8 2.8 1.1 3.9 - 3.9 
4-9 years 23.0 6.2 4.5 4.5 3.9 3.9 
10-19 years 27.5 4.5 4.5 3.4 8.4 6.7 
20-29 years 15.2 2.2 3.9 2.8 3.9 2.2 
30-39 years 1.7 1.7 - - - -
40 or more 1.1 0.6 0.6 - - -
Other 
1-3 years 1.7 - - - 0.6 1.1 
4-9 years 3.4 1.7 0.6 0.6 0.6 -
10-19 years 7.9 - 1.7 1.1 2.8 2.3 
20-29 years 5.1 - 0.6 2.8 1.7 -
30-39 years 0.6 - - - 0.6 -
No response 1.1 0.6 0.6 
Total percent 100.1 19.7 18.1 19.1 23.1 20.1 
Total number 178 35 32 34 41 36 
gave credit to "superintendent encouragement" (29 percent) and "importance 
of the position" (29 percent). 
"Encouragement by the superintendent" was cited as the most important 
reason in the total sample. Principals with ten to 19 years of experience 
identified this reason particularly. "Principals" with four to nine years 
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experience indicated that they "preferred administration" as their primary 
reason. The prestige aspect of the principalship was also Identified as a 
strong reason for "principals" with four to nine years. 
The number of respondents (36) identifying other reasons was 
particularly large. Many of the reasons could have been placed under the 
category, "considered principalship Important." Other reasons included 
increased retirement scale, more influence on educational program, 
encouraged by friends, flexibility in the position, asked to take the job 
and didn't like my principal. 
If you were starting all over again, would you become an elementary school 
• principal? 
This type of question tends to test the morale of a group (Table 8). 
Among the total sample close to 81 percent Indicated that they "certainly 
would" or "probably would" become principals again. Eighty percent of 
the "supervising principals" and 80 percent of the "principals" reported 
they would become principals again if they were starting over. 
Inspection of responses to this question by sex discloses a higher 
degree of "uncertainty" among women than among men. Approximately 39 
percent of the women expressed uncertainty if "chances about even for or 
against" and "probably not" are considered such. Conversely, only 15 
percent of the men would fall in a similar category. 
Surprisingly, a look at Table 8 reveals that a higher percentage of 
respondents with more than one school would become a principal again than 
those with one school under their direction. It could be Implied that 
these principals delegate more administrative duties or use their absence 
as an excuse to avoid difficult leadership problems. 
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Table 8. Willingness to become a principal if starting again 
Principal 
// of schools under direction 
Total 3 or 
sample Other 1 2 more 
Answers N% N % N % N % N% 
Certainly 81 45.5 17 48.6 38 38.4 15 51.7 11 73.3 
Probably 63 35.4 13 37.1 38 38.4 10 34.5 2 13.3 
Chances even 
or against 
for 
20 11.2 4 11.4 13 13.1 2 6.9 1 6.7 
Probably not 12 6.8 1 2.9 9 9.1 2 6.9 — — 
No response 2 1.1 1 1.0 1 6.7 
Total percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Total number 178 35 99 29 15 
Counting the present year. how many years have you been a principal? 
Almost 40 percent (39.9) of the entire sample reported less than ten 
years of experience as an elementary administrator (Table 9). The average 
of the total group was 12.37 years. Approximately 24 percent (23.5) had 
20 or more years. The range was from one to 40 years. 
A higher percentage (42 percent) of the men in the total sample have 
less experience than do women (29 percent) in the total sample. This 
tends to support the fact that the number of men elementary principals is 
increasing at a faster pace than is true with women. 
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Table 9. Total experience by group as a principal 
Total Other Principal 
sample Male Female Male Female 
Years N% N% N% N% N% 
1-3 years 24 13.5 1 3.7 2 28.6 19 15.5 2 9.5 
4-9 years 47 26.4 6 22.2 - - 37 30.1 4 19.1 
10-19 years 63 35.4 11 40.7 3 42.8 39 31.7 10 47.6 
20-29 years 36 20.2 8 29.6 1 14.3 23 18.7 4 19.1 
30 or more 6 3.3 1 3.7 - - 4 3.3 1 4.8 
No response 2 1.1 1 14.3 1 0.8 
Total percent 99.9 99.9 100.0 100.1 100.1 
Total number 178 27 7 123 21 
What type of preparation or experience has contributed most to your 
success as a principal? 
Nearly 88 percent (87.6) of the total sample attributed their success 
as a principal to two types of experiences: 1) their experience as a 
classroom teacher and 2) their on-the-job experience as a principal (Table 
10). One hundred percent of the "teaching principals" cited the above two 
reasons and 92 percent (91.7) of the "supervising principals" agreed. 
However, while "teaching principals" gave them equal consideration, 
"supervising principals" leaned heavily toward experience as a principal 
(81.8 percent). 
Of the total sample, principals under 50 years of age reported 
classroom teaching experience as the most helpful experience less 
frequently than did those principals 50 years and over. 
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Table 10. Preparation or experience contributing most to success as a 
principal 
Principal 
age groups 
Total 
sample Other -34 35-49 50-64 
Over 
64 
Experience % % % % % % 
Classroom teacher 28.1 23.5 26.9 25.4 36.4 33.3 
College education 0.6 - - 1.4 - -
Experience as 
principal 59.5 67.6 57.7 60.6 52.3 66.7 
In-service 0.6 - - 1.4 - -
Self-study 4.5 - 3.9 4.2 9.1 -
Other 6.2 5.9 11.5 7.0 2.3 -
No response 0.6 2.9 
Total percent 100.1 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.1 100.0 
Total number 178 34 26 71 44 3 
Women principals in the total sample (25 percent) gave considerably 
less credit to experience as a principal than did men principals (66 
percent) in the total sample. Men, on the other hand, gave considerably 
less credit (21 percent) to teaching experience compared to women (64 
percent). 
Of the 144 "principals," those in the 50 to 64 age group indicated 
more credit for self-study than did other age groups. 
The credit given to college preparation (0.6 percent) in the total 
sample is particularly disappointing. In comparison the 1968 DESP survey 
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revealed only 1.9 percent cited college education as contributing most to 
their success. While this may be difficult to change substantially, 
professors of elementary school administration should be alarmed and 
challenged by these findings. 
How do you divide your time among certain major categories? 
Approximations of how the principals in the total sample proportioned 
their time among certain major categories are presented in Table 11. It 
is assumed that the large majority of principals do not routinely keep 
records of how they spend their time; these figures are considered to be 
estimates. 
Each respondent was asked to write in the percent of the average week 
of work devoted directly to the following categories: 
(a) classroom teaching—regular duties 
(b) clerical—making records, routine correspondence, etc. 
(c) administrative, school management, central office relations, etc. 
(d) supervision and improvement of instruction—working with teachers 
and pupils, etc. 
(e) curriculum development—committees on courses of study, etc. 
(f) community work—working with parents, civic groups, etc. 
(g) self-improvement—reading, workshops, research, etc. 
Regular teaching duties In the total sample 68 percent reported 
they had no regular teaching assignment (Table 11); "principals" and 
"supervising principals" reported approximately 70 percent as having no 
teaching duties while 75 percent of the "teaching principals" devoted 60 
percent or more of their work-week teaching. 
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Table 11. Percent of work-week given to certain major categories 
Categories 
a b c d e f g 
Percent % % % % % % % 
None 68 8 1 1 5 5 9 
1-19 25 57 23 20 83 90 89 
20-39 1 30 43 57 13 5 2 
40-59 3 3 26 16 — — 
60 or more 2 1 7 7 — — 
Total percent 99 99 100 101 101 100 100 
Total number 175 175 175 175 175 175 175 
No response 3 
On the basis of years of experience, size of school system, and sex, 
there were relatively small differences among respondents. 
The DESP survey (1968a) reported approximately 58 percent (57.7) had no 
teaching duties. 
Clerical work The question of how much time should be devoted to 
clerical tasks has long been debated. Certainly reports, record keeping 
and other routine tasks are Important, but the principal's image is not 
brightened when he performs these duties. 
Examination of the 1958 and 1968 DESP surveys reveals that principals 
devoted an average of 13 percent of the work-week to clerical duties. The 
figure of 13.68 percent is reported in the present investigation. 
Obviously, there has been no improvement over the past 13 years. This is 
true in spite of the fact that principals would like to spend considerably 
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less time (5.93 percent) in clerical work (Table 12). This represents 
nearly an eight percent difference. 
Administration For a number of years teacher sentiment has been 
growing on the issue of administration; many think the principal is no 
longer capable of providing instructional leadership but should be held 
accountable for administering the total program. Obviously each school 
needs some one to organize, plan, direct, report, coordinate and so on. 
The average percent of the work-week given to administration was 
30.62 percent. This is remarkably close to previous DESP surveys: 30 
percent in 1928, 29 percent in 1948, 30 percent in 1958 and 30 percent in 
1968. 
Titles can be misleading. Approximately 42 percent of the "super­
vising principals" devoted over 40 percent of their time to administration 
in contrast to 32 percent of the "principals" who invested over 40 percent 
of their work-week on administrative duties. 
In general principals would like to reduce the amount of time in 
administration by nearly 50 percent, from 30.62 percent to 15.70 percent 
(Table 12). Tabulations by size of school, years of experience and age 
group did not reveal any Important differences. 
Supervision The average percentage of time devoted to supervision 
responsibilities was close to 28 percent (27.63) for the total group. 
Once again, the title is misleading. Only 21 percent of the 
"supervising principals" devoted more than 40 percent of the work-week in 
supervision compared to nearly 25 percent of the "principals" and 23 
percent of the total sample. This tends to suggest that title frequently 
is not descriptive, particularly in these two major categories where a 
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difference is to be expected. 
Many theoreticians suggest that the active instructional leader of a 
school should devote from 60 to 75 percent of his time on supervisory 
duties. If we accept this suggestion, we find that 93 percent of the 
total sample do not qualify as active instructional leaders. Indeed, if 
we assume that those principals giving less than 40 percent of their 
work-week to supervision are below average expectations, then 78 percent 
of the total sample could be classified as such. However, Table 12 does 
report that the average percentage the total sample would like to devote 
to supervision is 41 percent. 
Age seems to be a factor in that the younger principals committed 
more time to supervision than did older principals. 
Curriculum development The total sample reported they would like 
to spend more time on curriculum development than they actually do. While 
they spent less than ten percent (9.91), they would prefer to increase 
this to approximately 16 percent (15.81). Twenty-nine percent of the 
"supervising principals" devoted more than 20 percent of the work-week to 
curriculum as compared to less than ten percent (9.9) of the "principals." 
Community work "Principals" tend to devote more time to community 
work than do "supervising" and "teaching principals." The total sample 
would like to increase the average amount of time directed toward 
community work from approximately seven percent to slightly over eight 
percent. 
Surprisingly, there appears to be a trend away from community work 
including working with parents and civic groups. The 1958 DESP survey 
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Table 12. Average actual and average ideal allotments of time 
Functions 
Actual 
% 
Preferred 
% 
Difference 
% 
Regular teaching 4.99 4.84 -1.15 
Clerical tasks 13.68 5.93 -7.75 
Adminis t ration 30.62 15.70 -14.92 
Supervision 27.63 41.02 +13.39 
Curriculum 9.91 15.81 +5.91 
Community work 7.12 8.28 +1.16 
Self-improvement 5.83 8.30 +2.47 
99.78 99.88 
reports an average of 18 percent, the 1968a DESP survey cites seven percent 
and seven percent is reported in the present study. The 1971 NEA survey 
of 1,533 public school teachers also discloses a distinct tendency for 
teachers to become drop-outs from community groups. Also of interest is 
the fact that age of the individual makes only a slight difference in time 
devoted to community work. (Croft Educational Services, 1971) 
Examination of differences among titles reveals that "supervising 
principals" might be working on curriculum development while "principals" 
are working with community groups. Slightly over eight percent of the 
"supervising principals" invest no time in community work as compared to 
less than three percent of the "principals." One has to wonder if an 
increase in the amount of time spent working in the community would result 
in improved relations, image and more successful bond issues. 
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Self-Improvement There is a growing notion that school administra­
tors should devote a part of the work-week to improving themselves through 
reading journals and so on. The total sample indicates about six percent 
(5.83) of their time is set aside for such activities. While this is not 
an imposing proportion, it is assumed that it represents an increase over 
previous years. The total sample would like to spend roughly eight percent 
on self-improvement (Table 12). 
Tabulations by sex, experience and college preparation did not reveal 
any substantial differences. However, younger principals (26 to 34 age 
group) tend to devote slightly more time in this area than do older 
principals (50 and over age group). Also, "supervising principals" on the 
average were able to allot more time to self-improvement than were 
"principals" and "teaching principals." 
What is the main condition or "roadblock" that keeps you from attaining 
the "ideal" time distribution? 
The question asked on the main interference keeping one from attain­
ing the "ideal" time distribution was designed to ascertain if there was a 
clear-cut reason. Each respondent was asked to check ONE of the 
following: 
(a) lack of clerical help 
(b) regular teaching duties 
(c) lack of administrative assistance 
(d) inadequate preparation for the job 
(e) central office demands 
(f) Inadequate facilities 
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(g) current welfare programs (federal, state and local) 
(h) many demands of parents 
(i) discipline problems 
(j) no roadblock 
Among the sample as a whole, it is immediately clear that lack of 
administrative assistance (c) and central office demands (e) were the main 
"roadblocks" in attaining the "ideal" time distribution (Table 13). The 
next most frequently reported condition was lack of clerical help (a). 
While the three most serious "roadblocks" are identical to those 
reported in the 1968a DESP survey, some interesting differences are 
observed: lack of clerical help (a) was cited as the most serious 
condition (24.8 percent) in the 1968 DESP survey compared to 10.1 percent 
in the present study; 21.3 percent identified lack of administrative 
assistance (c) in the DESP survey while 28.7 percent advanced this reason 
as a major condition in the present study; central office demands (e) are 
cited as the third most serious condition (16.9 percent) in 1968 In 
contrast to 27 percent in this investigation. 
Approximately ten percent of the total sample in both the DESP survey 
and this report indicated there is no "roadblock" (j). 
"Teaching principals" point to teaching duties (b) as their most 
serious interference. "Supervising principals" recorded lack of 
assistance (c) as the most serious condition preventing "ideal" time 
distribution. 
Tabulations by size of school district reveal the following: smaller 
schools (less than 500 pupil enrollment) have all of the "teaching 
principals"; lack of administrative assistance is more obvious in larger 
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Table 13. Main hindrance to desired use of work time 
Others Principals 
Size of school Size of school 
Total 0-499 500 0-499 500 
sample M FM FM FM F 
Hindrance % %%%%%%%%
a 10.1 11.1 20.0 13.3 50.0 4.2 16.7 12.1 20.0 
b 5.1 11.1 60.0 - - 10.4 - - -
c 28.7 22.2 - 40.0 50.0 20.8 16.7 39.4 50.0 
d 2.3 11.1 - 6.7 - 2.1 - 1.5 -
e 27.0 11.1 - 33.3 - 41.6 - 31.8 10.0 
f 6.2 22.2 20.0 - — 10.4 - 3.0 10.0 
g 1.1 - - 6.7 - 2.1 - - -
h 2.3 - - - - - 16.7 4.6 -
1 7.9 11.1 - - - 8.3 50.0 7.6 10.0 
j 9.6 
Total percent 100.3 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.1 100.0 100.0 
Total number 178 9 5 15 2 48 6 66 10 
schools (over 500 pupil enrollment); only men reported inadequate prepara­
tion for the job as a "roadblock"; only one woman out of 28 cited central 
office demands as a hindrance; inadequate facilities tend to be more of 
a problem in smaller districts; welfare programs were identified as a 
hindrance by men only; discipline appears to be more of a problem to women 
than to men. 
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The Principal and Administration-Supervision 
This section attempts to assess principal's attitudes toward certain 
administrative and supervisory duties. Generalizations will be made unless 
items of specific Interest appear (Table 14). 
Fifteen statements were presented to the respondents; they were asked 
to indicate their thoughts using a five-point scale ranging from strongly 
agree to strongly disagree. The following statements are referred to by 
alphabetical arrangement in Table 14 : 
(a) Office tasks such as student discipline, building schedule and 
extra-curricular activities should be handled by personnel other 
than principal. 
(b) The principal should be actively engaged in negotiations between 
the board of education and the teachers, and should be on the 
side of the teacher. 
(c) The principal should be actively involved on the side of the 
board of education in negotiations between the board and the 
teacher. 
(d) The principal should consider himself primarily a facilities 
manager, as contrasted to an instructional change agent. 
(e) The principal is recognized publicly as the head of his school 
with considerable authority to plan, organize and administer the 
school's program. 
(f) The principal should plan an active role in developing education 
policies for the school system as a whole. 
.(g) The central staff should develop policy and the principal should 
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simply comment (react) before its adoption. 
(h) Principals should select their own teaching staff. 
(i) The principal should rate each teacher every year. 
(j) Preparation of the budget should be a primary responsibility of 
the principal. 
(k) The elementary school principal should spend a major portion of 
his school day working with teachers on the improvement of 
instruction. 
(1) The elementary school principal cannot be an education change 
agent because he cannot be a subject matter expert in all fields. 
(m) A major part of the elementary principal's role should be his 
active interaction with community groups, interpreting the 
school's program to them and soliciting input from them. 
(n) Principals should regularly be evaluated by teachers in their 
building. 
(o) It is essential that principals be well-versed and up-to-date 
in curriculum developments and instructional technology. 
Of the total sample, most principals (59.6 percent) thought that 
office tasks (a) such as student discipline, schedule building, and extra­
curricular activities should be handled by the principals themselves. It 
is of interest to observe that "supervising" and "teaching" principals 
feel stronger about this than do "principals." 
Negotiations (b) is becoming a reality for more and more principals. 
There is confusion on where the principals stand on this issue. Of the 
total sample, 63.5 percent did not think they should be on the side of the 
teacher, while 60 percent did not consider it desirable to be on the 
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Table 14. Principal's view of various administrative and supervisory 
functions 
Strongly No Strongly 
agree Agree opinion Disagree disagree 
Functions N N%N% N%N%N% 
a 173 8 4.6 53 30.6 9 5.2 92 53.2 11 6.4 
b 175 5 2.9 29 16.6 30 17.1 71 40.6 40 22.9 
c 175 11 6.3 28 16.0 31 17.7 73 41.7 32 18.3 
d 177 3 1.7 15 8.5 6 3.4 79 44.6 74 41.8 
e 175 57 32.6 107 61.1 1 0.6 10 5.7 - -
f 175 61 34.9 106 60.6 1 0.6 5 2.9 2 1.1 
S 176 1 0.6 6 3.4 2 1.1 96 54.6 71 40.3 
h 176 92 52.3 65 36.9 5 2.8 13 7.4 1 0.6 
i 176 53 30.1 82 46.6 9 5.1 31 17.6 1 0.6 
j 177 13 7.3 70 39.6 11 6.2 72 40.7 11 6.2 
k 177 61 34.5 106 59.9 4 2.3 4 2.3 2 1.1 
1 177 4 2.3 20 11.3 7 4.0 110 62.2 36 20.3 
m 175 17 9.7 97 55.4 14 8.0 46 26.3 1 0.6 
n 177 14 7.9 99 55.9 33 18.6 26 14.7 5 2.8 
o i l l  83 46.9 92 52.0 1 0.6 - - 1 0.6 
board's team (c). More than half of the "supervising principals" (54 
percent) had no opinion concerning being on the teacher's side, but when 
the board's team is suggested, 50 percent of this no opinion group moved 
to the disagree column. Overall, 17 percent had no opinion on the issue 
of negotiation. 
Most principals (86.4 percent) disagreed with the idea that the 
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principal should consider himself primarily a facilities manager (d). In 
fact, approximately 94 percent of the sample speculate that the public 
views them as heads of schools with considerable authority to plan, 
organize and administer the school's program (e). Indeed, close to 96 
percent of the total sample (95.5) expressed a desire to play an active 
role in developing school system policies (f). The group as a whole had 
strong feelings opposing the idea that central staff personnel should be 
the ones to develop policy (g). 
The strong majority (89.2 percent) of the sample thought they should 
select their own teaching staff (h). Most principals (76.7 percent) also 
expressed a desire to rate each teacher every year (i). Interestingly, 
63.8 percent would like to have their teachers evaluate the principal's 
performance (n). 
Decentralization (j) causes some concern among elementary principals. 
The prospect of having primary responsibility for the building budget was 
not received enthusiastically. Forty-seven percent expressed a desire to 
have primary responsibility with the identical percent (47) indicating no 
desire for this responsibility. 
Explanation of the divided position described above becomes clearer 
as other areas are examined. For example, over 94 percent of the total 
sample indicated they should spend a major portion of the school day 
working with teacher improvement of instruction (k). In addition, close 
to 99 percent noted that it is essential to be well-versed in curriculum 
development and instructional technology (o). This may be a partial 
explanation for the reluctance to assume major responsibility in the 
building-level budget. 
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Only 13.6 percent of the total sample agreed that the principal 
cannot be an education change agent because he cannot be a subject-matter 
expert in all fields (1). This may suggest that a greater number of the 
sample have a high self-concept or that knowledge in a subject area is not 
that important to being a change agent. Of the 24 respondents who did 
agree with the statement, close to 92 percent have the title of "principal." 
In the total sample, principals solidly agreed (65.1 percent) that a 
major part of the principal's role should be his active interaction with 
community groups (m). However, as reported in Table 12, the average 
percentage of time devoted to community work is approximately seven percent 
and respondents only preferred to spend slightly over eight percent, hardly 
a major portion. 
How do you contribute most effectively to the improvement of instruction 
within your school? 
Respondents were asked to evaluate a list of nine techniques in an 
effort to determine specific ways in which principals perform supervisory 
responsibilities. Respondents were also asked to mark the one way in 
which they most effectively contributed to the improvement of instruction. 
The nine statements were as follows: 
(a) By organizing committees of teachers to study and report on how 
to get more time for teaching. 
(b) By working with specialists and teachers in making the best use 
of available resources. 
(c) By helping individual teachers identify, study, and take action 
on problems in their own classes. 
(d) By my own careful study of individual children and by making the 
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findings available to teachers. 
(e) By giving lectures to the staff on methods of teaching and 
related topics. 
(f) By helping to create a climate in which teachers, individually 
or collectively, are encouraged to experiment and to share ideas. 
(g) By working with teachers to discover and use better instructional 
materials. 
(h) By continuous study of the factors in our school which affect 
learning or instruction and reporting findings to teachers. 
(i) By keeping abreast of research and school developments and 
seeking to interpret these to the staff. 
A summary of the replies is found in Table 15. The reader is asked 
to use the alphabetical index in referring between the table and the 
preceding list of items. 
Over 60 percent (64.9 percent) of the total sample thought their most 
effective technique was "helping to create a climate in which teachers, 
individually or collectively, are encouraged to experiment and to share 
ideas" (f). 
The technique mentioned second in frequency was: "helping individual 
teachers identify, study and take action on problems in their own 
classes" (c). This item is related to the first one (f) and reflects the 
importance of human relations skills. 
School enrollment does not effect a change among "supervising 
principals" as indicated in Table 15. Technique (f) remains in the same 
proportion in both enrollment breakdowns. "Principals" in larger systems 
used specialists (b) more than any other group. The availability of 
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Table 15. Principal's most effective contribution to the improvement of 
instruction 
Size of schools 
0-499 500 and over 
Total Supervising Supervising 
sample Principal principal Principal principal 
Technique N% N%N% N % N % 
a 2 1.2 - - — — 2 2.5 - -
b 18 10.7 3 4.7 - 14 17.5 1 5.6 
c 25 14.9 14 21.9 1 16.7 9 11.3 1 5.6 
d - - - — — - - - - -
e - - - - — — - - - -
f 109 64.9 41 64.1 5 83.3 48 60.0 15 83.3 
g 7 4.2 2 3.1 — — 4 5.0 1 5.6 
h 3 1.8 2 3.1 — — 1 1.3 - -
i 2 1.2 1 1.6 — — 1 1.3 - -
No response 2 1.2 1 1.6 1 1.3 
Total 
Principal 144 64 100.1 80 100.2 
Supervising 
principal 24 6 100.0 18 100.1 
specialists and central office personnel was more apparent in the larger 
systems. 
The DESP survey (1968a) also cites techniques (f), (c) and (b) as the 
three most mentioned and in the identical order. 
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What Is the principal's main source of Ideas for Innovations during the 
past three years that have resulted in significant changes of practice" 
in your school? 
The present investigation approached the question of innovations 
primarily to discover what principals thought were the sources of ideas 
and secondly to identify the basic approach used to Implement new ideas 
(Tables 16 and 17). 
A list of nine items was presented. Respondents were asked to check 
"the main source of ideas for innovations during the past three years that 
have resulted in significant changes of practice in your school." They 
were advised to check only ONE of the following list: 
(a) College courses 
(b) Professional reading 
(c) Consultants from outside school system 
(d) National professional conventions 
(e) State conferences 
(f) Local workshops 
(g) Central office staff 
(h) Parents or other community contacts 
(1) Other principals and teachers 
(j) No response 
Among the total sample the main source most frequently reported was 
other principals and teachers (25.6 percent). Local workshops (f) was 
reported second (18.5 percent); professional reading (b) was the third 
choice (17.5 percent); consultants (c) was the fourth largest proportion 
(14.3 percent). 
Within titles, "teaching principals" found the local workshop most 
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Table 16. The principal's main source of ideas for recent innovations 
Size of schools 
0-499 500 and over 
Total Supervising Supervising 
sample Principal principal Principal principal 
Source N% N%N% N%N% 
a 8 4.8 2 2.6 1 16.7 3 3.8 2 11.1 
b 29 17.3 11 17.2 2 33.3 15 18.8 1 5.6 
c 24 14.3 8 12.5 - - 13 16.3 3 16.7 
d 3 1.8 2 2.6 - - 1 1.3 - -
e 9 5.4 3 4.7 - - 5 6.3 1 5.6 
f 31 18.5 9 14.1 1 16.7 18 22,5 3 16.7 
g 16 9.5 5 7.8 - - 9 11.3 2 11.1 
h 1 0.6 1 1.6 - - - - - -
i 43 25.6 20 31.3 2 33.3 15 18.8 6 33.3 
j 4 2.4 3 4.7 - - 1 1.3 - -
Total 
Principal 144 64 99.1 80 100.4 
Supervising 
principal 24 6 100.0 18 100.1 
helpful. "Supervising principals," particularly in the larger systems, 
tended to rely more ûn other principals. "Principals" in larger systems 
gave as much or more credit to professional reading and local workshops as 
they did to other principals. "Principals" in the smaller schools tended 
to rely more on other principals and teachers but also cited professional 
reading and local workshops as being important. 
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Table 17. The principal's approach in trying out new ideas 
Size of schools 
0-499 500 and over 
Total Supervising Supervising 
sample Principal principal Principal principal 
Approach N% N %N % N %N % 
Individual (a) 48 28.6 21 32.8 1 16.7 23 28 .8 3 16.7 
Group (b) 110 65.5 40 62.5 5 83.3 50 62 .5 15 83.3 
Conservative 
(c) 5 3.0 2 2.6 - - 3 3 .8 - -
No response 5 3.0 1 1.6 - - 4 5 .0 - -
Total 
Principal 144 64 99.5 80 100 .1 
Supervising 
principal 24 6 100.0 18 100.0 
If a principal is enthusiastic about an idea, the difficult question 
he faces is "how can he best put it to work," Three choices were advanced; 
each respondent was asked to check the one which characterized his 
approach. 
(a) Since I like to experiment, I constantly encourage and help 
individual teachers to try innovations. 
(b) I encourage our faculty to look for new ideas; individual 
teachers report them to our faculty groups, we examine the 
research, discuss our school situation, and agree on how we can 
try out the proposed innovation. 
(c) I am inclined to think that more attention should be paid to the 
established ways of teaching the fundamentals; too many new 
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Ideas tend to upset the regular program. 
Inspection of Table 17 shows that among the total sample 65.5 percent 
preferred the group technique (b). This approach stresses staff involve­
ment: investigation, discussion and reports. Almost 29 percent of the 
total sample used the approach in which each teacher is encouraged to try 
innovations (a). 
Interestingly, only "principals" are inclined to pay attention to the 
established ways of teaching the fundamentals (c). As a total sample, the 
present study reveals less conservatism than does the 1968a national DESP 
study (7.8 percent). 
Within titles "principals" with smaller enrollments tended to use the 
individual approach more than those respondents with other titles. On the 
basis of years of experience, principals with more than five years of 
experience relied more on a group approach. 
Indicate your part in determining specific teaching methods used by 
classroom teachers in your school ' 
In an attempt to gain insight on the role of the principal, each 
respondent was asked "to indicate your part in determining the specific 
methods used by the classroom teachers in your school." Five statements 
were presented and each respondent was asked to check one: 
(a) Each teacher determines his own methods; I have little part in 
making decisions. 
(b) Although no one can make all decisions alone, I try to keep 
watch upon specific methods and to make sure that the better 
methods are used in every classroom. 
(c) While each teacher largely determines the methods he uses, I am 
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Table 18. The principal's role in determining specific teaching methods 
Pattern 
Size of schools 
0-499 500 and over 
Total 
sample 
N % 
Supervising 
Principal principal 
N % N % 
Supervising 
Principal principal 
N % N % 
Teacher 
alone (a) 
Principal 
dominant (b) 
Principal 
advises (c) 
Supervisors 
dominant (d) 
1 0.6 
28 16.7 
82 48.8 
3 1.8 
Teacher groups 
& principal (e) 51 30.4 
No response 3 1.8 
14 21.9 1 16.7 
34 53.1 3 50.0 
1 1.6 1 16.7 
14 21.9 1 16.7 
1 1.6 
11 13.8 2 11.1 
39 48.8 6 33.3 
1 1.3 — -
26 32.5 10 55.6 
2 2.5 
Total 
Principal 144 
Supervising 
principal 24 
64 100.1 
6 100.1 
80 100.2 
18 100.0 
consulted and I offer suggestions as I see fit. 
(d) Instructional supervisors and resource persons keep a close watch 
on teachers' methods to assure that the better methods are used. 
While I assist in this procedure, teachers look to them for 
direction and help in instructional methods. 
(e) Ultimately each teacher makes his own decision, but we depend a 
great deal upon group decisions by committees of the faculty; 
78 
I am a member of these groups. 
Inspection of Table 18 shows nearly half of the total sample (48.8 
percent) reported a preference for pattern (c). This plus the second 
choice of "teacher groups and principal" (e) seems to correspond with 
previous attitudes and approaches reported in Table 17. 
The pattern of group decisions (e) is much more prevalent in the 
present study (30.4 percent) than it was in the 1968 DESP study where only 
16.3 percent reported using this approach. 
Within titles, "supervising principals" in schools of larger 
enrollments tended to use pattern (e) more frequently than do other 
administrators; "teaching principals," proportionately, cite pattern (c) 
as a more popular approach in determining teaching methods. Size of school 
did not appear to affect "principals" choice of pattern except that those 
with a smaller enrollment were more inclined to promote better methods in 
every classroom (b). 
Only one respondent in the total sample was prepared to give teachers 
complete autonomy in determining their own methods (a). 
The Principal and New Pressures 
One of the assumptions made in the present study was that the role of 
the principal is changing and will continue to change. Many new issues 
and problems are confronting the elementary principal. Examination of 
recent "best-sellers" points to an anachronistic educational system which 
simply has been outgrown by American society. 
Each respondent was asked "if the pressure upon you as a principal 
and the demands for your time and energy have increased during the past 
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five years, what in your opinion have been the major and minor causes?" 
It is quite clear that the list of identifiable pressures could be as long 
as one dare make it; the list used in the present study is at best 
incomplete. However, information collected on the following pressures 
does provide some necessary insight: 
(a) Demands from a few influential citizens 
(b) New pupil achievement standards imposed by the local school system 
(c) Federally supported programs for disadvantaged pupils 
(d) Larger pupil enrollment 
(e) Extensive changes in nature of pupil population 
(f) Higher pupil achievement goals of state department of education 
(g) Expectations of the parents 
(h) New procedures and goals of the faculty of this school system 
(i) Demands of the central office of the school system 
(j) Larger number of specialists on school system staff 
(k) The higher standards and goals I set for myself 
(1) New demands of secondary school and colleges 
Examination of Table 19 reveals that 3.4 percent of the total sample 
thought there has been no increase in pressure. Also, among the total 
sample none of the listed causes of new pressures were considered to be a 
major cause. New procedures and faculty goals (h), central office demands 
(i) and personal goals (k) did receive considerable mention as a major 
cause however. 
Those areas cited most frequently as not a cause included 
influential citizen demands (a), new local pupil achievement standards (b), 
larger pupil enrollment (d), state department pupil achievement standards 
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Table 19. Principals' perception of causes of new pressures and demands 
on their time and energy 
Total Major Minor Not a 
sample cause cause cause 
Causes N % N % N% N% 
a 170 100.1 19 11.2 70 41.2 81 47.7 
b 168 100.1 8 4.8 44 26.2 116 69.1 
c 171 100.0 32 18.7 82 48.0 57 33.3 
d 166 100.0 49 29.5 53 31.9 64 38.6 
e 170 100.0 40 23.5 69 40.6 61 35.9 
f 169 100.0 2 1.2 38 22.5 129 76.3 
g 170 100.0 37 21.8 91 53.5 42 24.7 
h 170 100.0 59 34.7 66 38.8 45 26.5 
i 170 100.0 63 37.1 66 38.8 41 24.1 
j 170 100.1 30 17.7 69 40.6 71 41.8 
k 168 100.0 69 41.1 76 45.2 23 13.7 
1 166 100.0 12 7.2 41 24.7 113 68.1 
No increase 6 3.4 
No response 2.8* 1.6 
^The range of those who did not respond was from 1 to 6 for each 
category (cause). 
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(f), school system specialists (j), and new secondary school and college 
demands (1). One should be cautious to leap to any quick conclusions 
however. Items reported most frequently as not a cause are also cited 
frequently as a major cause. 
Examination of these causes by type of community (wide diversity 
in cultural background, some diversity in cultural background, homogeneous 
in cultural background with few disadvantaged) reveals some slight 
differences. 
In the total sample, principals working in communities with some 
diversity in cultural backgrounds did not identify any of the areas as a 
major cause of increased pressures. Conversely, over half of the 
principals employed by communities consisting of a wide diversity in 
cultural backgrounds cited central office demands (61.1 percent) and 
personal goals (55.6 percent) as major causes. Forty-seven percent also 
reported new faculty goals as a major cause. Principals working in 
communities described as being homogeneous in cultural backgrounds with 
few disadvantaged indicate new faculty goals as a major cause. 
The investigator would encourage the reader to interpret the effect 
of type of community in a conservative manner. Other interrelated 
variables which were not examined but may contribute as much or more 
to this breakdown include age, experience, student enrollment and 
educational background. Examination by title and sex revealed slight 
differences. 
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The Principal's Problems 
(b) Discipline 
Each respondent was asked to "list the five most pressing problems 
of your elementary school at the present time." The results from the 
questionnaire presented some problems in classifying the information. 
After considering the main source of these data (elementary principal), 
the following areas were selected for purposes of classifying the returns: 
(a) Finance refers to insufficient funds for staffing, 
playground areas and equipment, and minor 
remodeling. 
identifies student behavior and attitude toward 
teachers; includes lack of parental support in 
regard to child's misbehavior. 
denotes inadequate buildings and space. 
includes professionalism of teaching staff; 
implies staff harmony, attitude toward students, 
maintenance of self-growth. 
indicates staff disagreement regarding change and 
experimentation. 
(f) Communication refers to lack of understanding on behalf of the 
community, parents, board of education; implies 
failure of professional staff in supplying 
sufficient information. 
(g) Administration includes the demands placed on principals which 
interfere with responsibility for improvement of 
instruction, for example, record keeping, federal 
(c) Facilities 
(d) Staff 
(e) Philosophy 
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programs, transportation problems, central office, 
meetings, negotiation and hot-lunch programs. 
(h) Accountability denotes insufficient evaluation of new programs, 
present programs and decision-making. 
(i) Curriculum indicates the absence of program articulation and 
relevance; includes lack of instructional 
materials, workbooks and so on. 
In the total sample the problem cited most frequently (17.9 percent) 
was the demands on the principal's time (Table 20). The identification 
of communication as the second most pressing problem (16.1 percent) was 
followed closely by finance (15.4 percent). Professionalism of staff 
(13.1 percent) and facilities (11.4 percent) complete the list of the 
five most pressing problems of elementary principals. 
There was considerable difference of opinion among the age groups. 
Principals who were 50 years and over thought the many demands on the 
principal's time was most pressing. Principals in the other two age 
groups agree with the 1971 Gallup Poll survey of public attitudes toward 
schools, which reported finance as the most pressing problems confronting 
schools today. 
Principals within the age group under 34 years identified communica­
tion as the second most pressing problem. Those principals within age 
group 35 to 49 did not include communication or administration in their 
top three list. Of more significance to these age groups was staff 
harmony and attitude regarding learning environment. As reported earlier 
the 35 to 49 age group also worked more with the staff and this may have 
84 
Table 20. Five most pressing problems as perceived by principals, 
superintendents, teachers and parents 
Problems Principal Superintendent Teacher Parent 
Finance 15.4% (3)* 11, .4% (4) 12, .6% (4) 16. 6% (2) 
Discipline 3.9% (9) 3 .5% (9) 6 .3% (7) 7. ,7% (6) 
Facilities 11.4% (5) 9 .4% (6) 15 .9% (3) 20, ,8% (1) 
Staff 13.1% (4) 10 .6% (5) 12 .2% (5) 9. 4% (5) 
Philosophy 9.1% (6) 8 .5% (7) 5 .4% (8) 5, .0% (8) 
Communication 16.1% (2) 19 .8% (1) 16 .8% (1) 15, .2% (3) 
Administration 17.9% (1) 18 .5% (2) 16 .8% (1) 13, .3% (4) 
Accountability 6.0% (8) 12 .2% (3) 4 .1% (9) 4, .4% (9) 
Curriculum 7.1% (7) 6 .1% (8) 9 .8% (6) 7 .5% (7) 
100.0% 100 .0% 99 .9% 99 .9% 
^Number in parenthesis indicates rank. 
some influence on how often this problem was pointed out. 
Facilities was the least pressing problem among the top five for age 
groups less than 34 years and 50 years and over. However, it was the 
third most frequently reported by those principals in the middle age group 
(35 to 49). 
In an effort to validate the principal's perception of present 
problems, the superintendent, a teacher and a parent were asked to identify 
the five most pressing problems in the principal's building. 
These respondents tended to agree with the principal's choice of 
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most pressing problems with one exception (Table 20). The superintendents 
placed more emphasis on accountability, ranking it third ahead of finance, 
staff and facilities. In fact, facilities was not included in the 
superintendents' list of the five most pressing problems. 
Teachers frequently reported empathy for the principal, suggesting 
that he needs help to handle the mundane tasks of administration. 
Teachers were also aware of the lack of communications problem regarding 
parents and community. Teachers were not only aware of the existence of 
problems relating to their own personal weaknesses, but included it in 
the five most pressing group. 
Parents appeared to be tuned in to the problems but view them in a 
different priority. Communication and administration were cited most 
frequently by principals, superintendents and teachers but ranked no 
better than third and fourth in the parent group. Of more importance to 
the parent group were facilities and finance. They were much more 
concerned about the number of drinking fountains, proper restroom 
facilities, libraries, foreign-language labs and playground areas than 
the other respondents. 
Parent confidence in schools may be evidenced by their ranking of 
accountability and philosophy. At least in a conservative manner this 
result may indicate that the parents generally thought the schools were 
already accountable and doing a pretty good job. They appear to have no 
basic quarrel with the philosophy. 
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SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The operation of a modern school is a complex and demanding experi­
ence. Consequently, the role of the elementary principal is difficult 
and perplexing; it has evolved into a prominent position of educational 
administration. The elementary school is considered to be a comprehensive 
and essential social institution demanding creative and dynamic leadership. 
Thus, the elementary principalship is a crucial role and should be viewed 
as both a challenge and an opportunity to the principal. 
In the preceding chapter the ten specific questions of the study were 
discussed. For purposes of summarization, these ten questions will be 
grouped into four general categories: characteristics of principals, the 
principal and administration-supervision, the principal and new pressures 
and the principal's problems. 
Characteristics of principals 
In profile, the average elementary principal in the selected North-
Central states is male, has the title of "principal" and has earned an 
M.A. degree. More than likely he had an undergraduate major in English, 
social studies or physical science and a graduate major in elementary 
administration or elementary supervision. 
The typical elementary principal was approximately 31 years old when 
he took his position in administration and is approximately 45 years of 
age now. He supervises between 11 and 20 teachers. Before assuming the 
principalship, he was an elementary classroom teacher. His primary reasons 
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for becoming a principal included "preferred administration to classroom 
teaching," "considered the position of principalship important," and 
"encouraged by the superintendent's office." 
After an average of slightly over 12 years of experience as a 
principal, the position is still appealing. "Experience as a classroom 
teacher" and "on-the-job experience as a principal" are believed to be 
the most important experiences for success in the principalship. 
The typical principal proportions his time among certain categories 
in the following manner: regular teaching—4.99 percent, clerical tasks— 
13.68 percent, administration—30.62 percent, supervision—27.63 percent, 
curriculum—9.91 percent, community work—7.12 percent and self-
improvement—5.83 percent. He would prefer to devote less time to clerical 
duties and administration and more to supervision, curriculum and self-
improvement. He identifies "central office demands," "lack of 
administrative assistance," and "lack of clerical help" as the main 
reasons preventing him from attaining this desired redistribution of time. 
The principal and administration-supervision 
The typical principal continues to believe that office tasks such as 
scheduling and discipline should be handled personally. This is true even 
though he does not want to be considered a facilities manager. Indeed, 
he wants to play an active role in developing school system policies, 
thinks he should select his own staff, wants to rate each teacher every 
year and is not opposed to the staff evaluating his performance. 
The typical principal does not have clear-cut opinions on issues 
of negotiations and decentralization. This is not surprising however. 
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in view of the fact that many principals have had limited exposure and 
little if any experience in these fairly recent developments. 
The opportunity to devote a major portion of the school day to 
improvement of instruction is important to the typical principal. He 
considers it essential to be well-versed in curriculum development and 
attempts to create a climate where the staff is encouraged to experiment 
and share new ideas. His main sources of ideas for innovations include 
other principals and teachers, local workshops, professional reading and 
consultants from outside the school system. A group approach involving 
all teachers is used in implementing new ideas. However, each teacher 
largely determines the method(s) she will use. It was especially 
revealing that principals generally did not consider colleges and 
universities as a major source of new ideas! 
The principal and pressures 
The typical principal in the North-Central area recognizes that the 
many societal pressures place new demands on his time and energy, but the 
greatest source of stress is a personal drive. As an educational leader 
he continues to set higher standards and goals. He is aware of other 
causes of pressure too, including federal programs, changing nature of 
pupil population, expectations of parents, new faculty goals, increased 
number of specialists on school staff and central office demands. 
The principal's problems 
The problems confronting elementary principals frequently interfere 
with his self-avowed primary responsibility—improvement of instruction. 
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Indeed, the typical principal admits that the absence of a clearly 
defined role (provided by his district) prevents him from devoting the 
necessary time to improving instruction. Communication, a problem 
closely allied to administration, is the second most pressing problem. 
The typical principal admits to having difficulty communicating with 
parents. 
Finance is a pressing problem for the typical principal and is 
closely allied with another problem, facilities. He typically is working 
in an older building which needs renovating. Indeed, he might be located 
in a former high school building. 
The willingness as well as the ability of his staff to maintain 
current thinking on new ideas and research is a pressing problem for the 
typical principal. He faces several significant problems in the planning, 
development, and implementation of innovative programs. 
For the most part, his perceptions of his problems are accurate, as 
verified by superintendents, teachers and parents. 
Limitations 
The pattern and percentage (37 percent) of returns in the investiga­
tion was not completely satisfactory. The timing of the questionnaire 
as well as the length of the instrument probably had a negative effect on 
the response. In addition, the inclusion of the "echo" sheets was 
identified as a major reason for not returning the survey instruments. 
A larger return might have revealed differences in areas where 
delineation was difficult among the various categories. 
There was no attempt to get equal representation among schools of 
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various enrollments. The number of smaller elementary schools (under 500 
enrollment) typically outnumbers the larger schools, but returns for this 
investigation included 106 principals (60 percent) from large schools. 
This would tend to affect the results of certain areas of this report, 
for example, central office demands. 
The list of pressures used in this study was, at best, crude, over­
lapping and incomplete. The results from this section are not as useful 
as hoped for, probably because of the quality of items. 
Problems of classifying the responses in the section on the five most 
pressing problems were complex. Many of those listed were closely allied 
with others and the difficulty of judging where to place each response 
resulted in broad and generalized categories. 
Conclusions 
The overall goal of this investigation was to provide direction for 
the development* of improved pre-service and in-service education for 
elementary school principals. The limitations of the study have been 
defined and the following conclusions were made within this framework: 
1. The number of men entering elementary school administration has 
been increasing and the percentage of principals who are males 
continues to increase. This fact is witnessed in previous 
studies directed by the Department of Elementary School 
Principals. 
2. Elementary school principals have more formal education today 
than at any other time in our history. This fact is true with 
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educators in general'. 
3. Elementary school principals tend to have undergraduate majors 
in social studies, English and science. A physical education 
undergraduate major is more likely to appear in the North-
Central region than it is nationwide. 
4. Elementary school principals tend to have graduate majors in 
elementary administration or elementary supervision; however, 
the younger age group is interested in a broader background in 
general administration. 
5. Experienced principals tend to have responsibility for super­
vising more teachers than do young principals; however, principals 
50 years and over appear to have their assignment reduced. 
6. The elementary classroom is the primary target for recruitment 
into the elementary principalship; a teacher with secondary 
classroom teaching experience is less likely to enter elementary 
administration than he was 20 years ago. 
7. Experience as a classroom teacher and as a principal are perceived 
to be the most important factors contributing to success as a 
principal. Principals 50 years and older consider classroom 
experience more important than do younger principals, however, all 
principals favor experience as a principal as most important. It 
would appear that college preparation needs to be revitalized since 
principals generally noted this experience to have little influence 
on success, curriculum development or instructional practice, 
8. The elementary principal wants to be an educational leader; 
92 
he wants to Invest more time in supervision and curriculum 
development and less time on administrative duties and clerical 
tasks. Additional administrative assistance and greater 
sensitivity on behalf of the central office appear to be pre­
requisites for principals to make these adjustments in 
distribution of time. A study conducted by the Center for the 
Advanced Study of Educational Administration at the University 
of Oregon also revealed that elementary principals are typically 
concerned about the imbalance of managerial and educational 
responsibilities inherent in their position. (Becker et al., 1971) 
9. The elementary principal is involving his staff more in decision­
making; he aspires to serve in an advisory role. This 
aspiration was also verified in the University of Oregon study, 
which supported the contention that human relations and 
communication skills are becoming increasingly important. 
10. Causes of new pressures vary among communities; the principal's 
age, experience, background and the cultural diversity of the 
community also interact with or become causes to varying degrees. 
A major cause in one community may not be a cause in another 
district. 
11. The elementary principal has accurately perceived his most 
pressing problems. Principals, superintendents, teachers and 
parents concur on the five most pressing problems, with one 
exception. The superintendent does not include facilities in the 
top five list, but does agree that demands on the principal. 
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communication, finance, and staff should be included. The 
principal's list remains intact but the order is associated with 
age, experience, and size of school and community. 
Recommendations 
1. This investigation should be replicated with stratification by 
enrollment. More equitable distribution of schools within 
enrollment ranges is likely to reveal more realistic information. 
Pre-service education 
2. School boards and other official agencies must decide whether the 
elementary principal should develop competencies in instructional 
leadership or administration and plant management. Performance 
can be measured after criteria are established. Discrepancies in 
how the principal spends his time compared to how he would like 
to spend his time indicate ambiguities in role expectations. 
Cooperative development of job specifications would seem a 
reasonable starting place. 
3. Systematic approaches should be designed by college and 
university officials to investigate, define and develop appropri­
ate educational leadership programs for elementary principals. 
Results of this investigation suggest that competencies of 
instructional leadership are most appropriate and are not now 
developed by the preparation programs. 
4. Higher educational institutions should develop talent pools 
and initiate active recruitment including both men and women; 
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they should be more aggressive in seeking quality candidates. 
Effort should be made to develop screening procedures to 
identify those people who have the personal qualifications 
necessary for good educational leadership. 
Principals are clearly in favor of actual involvement in a 
school setting during pre-service education. The development of 
a viable internship, practicum or other field experience program 
seems desirable and appropriate. Pre-service training programs 
should provide the principal with specific knowledge and skills 
necessary for the elementary principalship. Fracticums would 
provide an excellent opportunity for a "hands-on" experience. 
The pre-service program should be individualized with a major 
portion of the preparation designed to develop necessary skills 
not possessed at the time of entry. The present college course 
arrangement simply does not present a tantalizing experience nor 
do courses seem to shape behavior as indicated by this investiga­
tion. Traditional pre-service programs in elementary school 
administration apparently do not promote the development of 
instructional leadership skills. 
Issues of concern should be carefully examined, including 
decentralization, policy-making, budgeting, communication, 
negotiation, and group dynamics. These issues and their 
examination and internalization should be a major part of the 
affective domain goals of pre-service preparation. 
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In-service education 
8. Elementary principal state associations should be a cohesive body 
designed to help develop and communicate the role of the 
elementary principal to the public. To assist the Individual 
principal in this endeavor, meaningful workshops should be 
developed in each community and region, as well as nationally. 
How the principal distributes his time among his duties is 
directed to a large degree by how he thinks the public perceives 
his role, and by what the public wants. 
9. The elementary principal should have access to an individualized 
in-service program. Changes in society and new demands on time 
reflect the need for dynamic leadership in our schools. School 
districts should require principals to participate in in-service 
education programs on a continuous basis. This is particularly 
important when one considers the Inadequacies of present pre-
servlce programs. 
10. Pressing problems are a constant source of irritation for 
practicing administrators. In-service programs should be designed 
to cope with these Issues; some organization must initiate oppor­
tunities for practitioners Individually and collectively, to act 
on real-world problems, for herein lies the degree of success or 
failure of the visible administrator. 
11. The principal already practicing in the field cannot wait for 
others to define his responsibilities; during the years needed 
for the activities suggested above to reach fruition, he must 
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be imaginative and creative, he must articulate an appropriate 
leadership role and get on with it. As is true of so many 
professionals the elementary principal's role is, to a large 
extent, what he makes it. 
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I O W A  S T A T E  U N I V E R S I T Y  
O F  S C I E N C E  A N D  T E C H N O L O G Y  
Amea, Iowa 50010 
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 
PROFKSStONAL STUDICS 
Dear Fellow Administrator: 
The College of Education, Iowa State University, has received a 
grant to be used for the purpose of improvement of the preparation for 
elementary school prircipalships. In order to accomplish this, we ask 
for your help. We believe that elementary principals are faced with 
staggering new responsibilities which demand that professors do a much 
better job of working with the practitioner. 
You are one of six hundred elementary principals in seven midwestern 
states (Wisconsin, Minnesota, North Dakota, Nebraska, Missouri, Iowa) 
selected to help us understand the principal's role. This study is the 
largest of its kind ever done for the midwest, and the results hopefully 
will be of value to you as well as elementary principals associations and 
universities. The questionnaire is brief and to the point. The final 
question is an "echo" technique which will provide insights into a school's 
problems as perceived by your several publics. 
Please give one of the problem echo sheets to your superintendent, a 
teacher in your building, and a parent for completion. Please have them 
returned to you, and enclose them with your questionnaire. 
Your prompt response will be greatly appreciated. 
Robert D, Tschirki Richard P, Manatt 
(Principal Investigator) Chairman, 
Educational Administration 
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YOUR RESPONSES WILL REMAIN ANONYMOUS , 
YOUR NAME IS REQUESTED TO FACILITATE FOLLOWUP Respondent s Name 
School Bldg. (where your office is) 
District's Name 
ISU MIDWEST ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL'S SURVEY - - - -MAY, 1971 
Your Conceptualization of the Elementary Principalship 
A. You and Your School 
1. What is the official title used in your school system to designate your position? 
Principal 
Teaching Principal 
Supervising Principal 
Other (please specify) 
2. How many separately named elementary schools are under your direction? 
3. What is the total regular elementary school enrollment under your direction? 
Pupils 
4. What grades are taught under your direction? Circle All grades supervised. 
PreK, K, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 
5. How many full-time classroom teaching positions (not counting your own) are under 
your direction? 
6. How would you characterize the community which your school serves? Check ONE. 
Wide diversity in cultural backgrounds 
Some diversity in cultural backgrounds 
Homogeneous in cultural backgrounds; predominantly disadvantaged 
Homogeneous in cultural backgrounds; few disadvantaged 
B. Personal Information 
7 . What is your age? Years 
8. Please indicate your sex. Male Female 
C. Education for Elementary School Administration 
9. What is your highest earned college degree? Omit honorary degrees. Check ONE. 
Certificate based on two years of college 
Bachelor's Degree 
Master's Degree 
Professional certificate based on six years of college 
Doctor's Degree 
1,08 
10. Excluding education courses, in which bC the following areas did you tako the 
largest part of your undergraduate work? 
English, literature, etc. 
Foreign language 
Math 
Sciences (physical, etc.) 
Social Studies (history, etc.) 
Other (write in) 
11. How would you best describe your major field of study on the graduate level? 
Check ONE. 
No graduate study 
No specialization to date 
Elementary school administration 
Secondary school administration 
An academic or subject area 
Elementary-school supervision/curriculum 
Other (write in) 
12. A preparation program for elementary school principals should be specialized, 
substantially different from preparation programs for researchers, secondary 
principals, and superintendents. 
Strongly agree 
Agree 
No opinion 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 
13. What type of preparation or experience has contributed MOST to your success as 
a principal. Check ONE. 
Experience as a classroom teacher 
College education 
On the job experience as a principal 
In-service study 
My own self directed study and research 
Other (write in) 
D. Recruitment 
14. What position were you holding just before your first principalship? Check ONE. 
Classroom teacher (elementary) 
Classroom teacher (secondary) 
Assistant principal (elementary) 
Assistant principal (secondary) 
Central office specialist 
Graduate student in college 
Other (write in) 
15. How old were you when you were appointed to your first principalship? Years 
3 
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16. What was your primary reason for becoming a principal? Check ONE. 
Preferred administration to classroom teaching 
Needed a larger income 
Considered the position of principalship more important 
Encouraged by the superintendent's office 
Other (write in) 
17. If you were starting all over again, would you become an elementary school principal' 
Certainly would Probably would not 
Probably would Certainly would not 
Chances about even for and against 
18. Do you have a full-time assistant principal? or vice principal? 
Yes No 
E. Experience 
19. Counting the present year, how many years have you been a principal? Include all 
years as a teaching or supervising principal. Years 
20. On the basis of your average week of work devoted directly to school duties, how 
do you divide your time among the following in your categories? Write in 
percents. CHECK YOUR TOTAL. 
How do you spend your time? How would you like to spend your time? 
7o classroom teaching--regular % classroom teaching--regular 
duties duties 
% clerical--making records, % clerical--making records, 
routine correspondence, etc. routine correspondence, etc. 
% administrative school manage- % administrative school manage­
ment, central office ment, central office 
relations, etc. relations, etc. 
% supervision and improvement of °L supervision and improvement of 
instruction--working with instruction--working with 
teachers and pupils, etc. teachers and pupils, etc. 
°L curriculum development-- % curriculum development--
committee on courses-of committee on courses-of 
study, etc. study, etc. 
7o community work--working with % community work--working with 
parents, civic groups, etc. parents, civic groups, etc. 
% se If-improvement--reading 7» se If-improvement--reading 
workshops, research, etc. workshops, research, etc. 
7o TOTAL 7o TOTAL 
21. What is the main condition or "roadblock" that keeps you from attaining the 
"Ideal" (question #20) time distribution? Check ONE. 
lack of clerical help 
regular teaching duties 
lack of administrative assistance 
inadequate preparation for the job 
central-office demands 
inadequate facilities 
current welfare programs (federal, state, and local) 
many demands of parents J.f J—IJ l_1 
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HERE WE ARE TRYING TO DETERMINE WHAT FACETS YOU 
F. Administration 
CIRCLE ONE; 1-Strongly Agree; 2-Agree; 3-No 
22. Office tasks such as student discipline, 
building schedule and extra-curricular 
activities should be handled by 
personnel other than the principal. 
1 2 3 4 5 
23. The principal should be actively 
engaged in negotiations between the 
board of education and the teachers, 
and should be on the side of the 
teacher. 
1 2 3 4 5 
24. The principal should be actively 
involved on the side of the board of 
education in negotiations between 
the board and the teacher. 
1 2 3 4 5 
25. The principal should consider himself 
primarily a facilities manager, as 
contrasted to an instructional 
change agent. 
1 2 3 4 5 
26. The principal is recognized publicly 
as the head of his school with 
considerable authority to plan, 
organize and administer the 
school's program. 
1 2 3 4 5 
27. The principal should plan an active 
role in developing education 
policies for the school system as 
a whole. 
1 2 3 4 5 
28. The central staff should develop 
policy and the principal should 
simply comment (react) before its 
adoption. 
1 2 3 4 5 
I's Role 
CONSIDER IMPORTANT IN THE PRINCIPAL'S ROLE. 
Opinion; 4-Disagree; 5-Strongly Disagree 
29. Principals should select their own 
teaching staff. 
1 2 3 4 5 
30. The principal should rate each 
teacher every year. 
1 2 3 4 5 
31. Preparation of the budget should be 
primary responsibility of the 
principal. 
1 2 3 4 5 
G. Supervision 
32. The elementary school principal 
should spend a major portion of his 
school day working with teachers on 
the improvement of instruction. 
1 2 3 4 5 
33. The elementary school principal 
cannot be an education change agent 
because he cannot be a subject matte 
expert in all fields. 
1 2 3 4 5 
34. A major part of the elementary 
principal role should be his active 
interaction with community groups, 
interpreting the school's program 
to them and soliciting input from 
them. 
1 2 3 4 5 
35. Principals should regularly be 
evaluated by teachers in their 
building, 
1 2 3 4 5 
36. It is essential that principals be 
well-versed and up-to-date in 
curriculum developments and 
instructional technology. 
Ill 
37. Check the ONE way in which you believe that you contribute most effectively to the 
improvement of instruction within your school. Check ONE. 
By organizing committees of teachers to study and report on how to get 
more time for teaching. 
By working with specialists and teachers in making the best use of 
available resources. 
By helping individual teachers identify, study, and take action on 
problems in their own classes. 
By my own careful study of individual children and by making the findings 
available to teachers. 
By giving lectures to the staff on methods of teaching and related topics. 
By helping to create a climate in which teachers, individually or 
collectively, are encouraged to experiment and to share ideas. 
By working with teachers to discover and use better instructional materials. 
By continuous study of the factors in our school which affect learning or 
instruction and reporting findings to teachers. 
By keeping abreast of research and school developments and seeking to 
interpret these to the staff. 
38. What is the main source of ideas for innovations during the past three years that 
have resulted in significant changes of practice in your school (e.g., grouping, 
curriculum)? Check ONE. 
College courses Local workshops 
Professional reading Central-office staff 
Consultants from outside school system Parents or other community 
National professional conventions contacts 
State conferences Other principals and teachei 
39. How do you approach trying out new ideas? Check ONE. 
Since I like to experiment, I constantly encourage and help individual 
teachers to try innovations. 
I encourage our faculty to look for new ideas; individual teachers report 
them to our faculty groups, we examine the research, discuss our school 
situation, and agree on how we can try out the proposed innovation. 
I am inclined to think that more attention should be paid to the 
established ways of teaching the fundamentals; too many new ideas tend to 
upset the regular program. 
40. Check one of the following to indicate your part in determining the specific methodi 
used by classroom teachers in your school. 
Each teacher determines his own methods; I have little part in making 
decisions. 
Although no one can make all decisions alone, I try to keep watch upon 
specific methods and to make sure that the better methods are used in 
every classroom. 
While each teacher largely determines the methods he uses, I am consulted 
and I offer suggestions as I see fit. 
Instructional supervisors and resource persons keep a close watch on 
teachers* methods to assure that the better methods are used. While I 
assist in this procedure, teachers look to them for direction and help in 
instructional methods. 
Ultimately each teacher makes his own decisions, but we depend a great 
deal upon group decisions by committees of the faculty; I am a member of 
these groups. 
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Special Problems 
41. Does your school district have what you consider to be an excellent program of 
in-service training for school administrators? 
Yes No 
42. Which of the following areas characterize your in-service program? 
One individual is in charge of the administration in-service program. 
There is a constant analysis of program needs (evaluation). 
The in-service program relates to the genuine needs of the administrators. 
The most appropriate kinds of in-service activities are used for 
implement ing plans. 
43. The basic problem in decentralization is in defining which decision making areas 
are going to be delegated to local units, which are to be retained by the 
central office for overall control, and which will be covered by someone else, 
e.g., teacher organization or student organization. Check ONE. 
Strongly agree Disagree 
Agree Strongly disagree 
No opinion 
44. Administrators, at all levels, will likely resist giving up decision making 
authority, partly through a genuine concern that students will not receive a good 
education if policy decisions are taken out of the hands of professionalized 
educators. 
Strongly Agree Disagree 
Agree Strongly disagree 
No opinion 
45. Desegregation is necessary if the school's effort to achieve excellence for all 
the children is to become a reality. 
Strongly agree Disagree 
Agree Strongly disagree 
No opinion 
46. One way of assessing the education opportunity offered by the school is to 
measure, through standardized achievement tests, how well the schools have 
taught such intellectual skills as reading, writing, calculating, and problem 
solving. 
Strongly agree Disagree 
Agree Strongly disagree 
No opinion 
47. The neighborhood school has created more social, economic and educational 
problems than it has resolved. 
Strongly agree Disagree 
Agree Strongly disagree 
No opinion 
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Some Opinions and Estimates (NOTE: IN THIS SECTION WE ARE TRYING TO IDENTIFY PROBLEMS 
YOU THINK SHOULD BE INCLUDED TO IMPROVE THE PREPARATION PROGRAM FOR PRINCIPALS.) 
48. If the pressure upon you as a principal and the demands for your time and energy 
have increased during the past five years, what in your opinion have been the major 
and minor causes? Check for each item in the appropriate column. If "no increase" 
in pressure, check box at bottom. 
Major Minor Not a 
Cause Cause Cause 
a. Demands from a few influential citizens. . 
b. New pupil achievement standards imposed 
by the local school system 
c. Federally supported programs for 
disadvantaged pupils 
d. Larger pupil enrollment 
e. Extensive changes in nature of pupil 
population 
f. Higher pupil achievement goals of state 
department of education 
g. Expectations of the parents 
h. New procedures and goals of the faculty 
of this school 
i. Demands of the central office of the 
school system ... . 
j. Larger number of specialists on school 
system staff 
k. The higher standards and goals I set for 
myself 
1. New demands of secondary school and 
colleges 
No increase in pressure 
PROBLEM "ECHO" QUESTION 
49. List the five most pressing problems of your elementary school at the present 
time. 
PROBLEM "ECHO" SHEET 
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Elementary Building 
CHECK ONE: 
Parent Teacher 
Superintendent 
In an attempt to improve the preparation programs for elementary principals in 
seven midwestern states (Iowa, Wisconsin, Minnesota, North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska 
and Missouri), an elementary principal in each of 600 districts has been asked to list the 
five most pressing problems of his building. To sharpen this problem definition, the 
district superintendent, a teacher, and a parent from his building have been asked to do 
the same. Please list below the five most pressing problems for your elementary building 
as you see them and return this sheet to your principal for return mailing. 
PROBLEM "ECHO" SHEET 
